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Executive Summary 

Since 1954, the PL 480 Tirle 11 program has long been a mainstay of U.S. foreign 
assistance and, from all indications, it is likely to remain so. The Title I1 program, unlike 
some other forms of US. international aid, enjoys substantial support with a unique 
combination of political, agricultural, commercial and private voluntary organization 
(PVO) participation. For that reason, while the rest of the U.S foreign assistance program 
and the budget of the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) are often 
severely cut, the Title I1 program generally continues to receive the resources needed to 
help address emergency food aid and food security problems around the world. 

At the same time, the Title I1 program has bad the advantage of being implemented by a 
relatively small group of dedicated PVOs, who have worked closely with USAID and 
separately in some of the most difficult conditions in assisting needy people. This on- 
the-ground experience for the past forty years has enabled these PVOs to develop their 
skills in terms of planning and administering numerous activities to address the specific 
needs of vulnerable populations in varied technical sectors. While subject to normal U.S. 
Government accountability standards, the Title I1 programs have been successfully 
managed most ofren in a complemenraii iya;lnner, but scnesvhat sqara?e from the r s t  of 
the USAID development program. 

Prompted by its own managing for results policy as we!! as Cocgressional pressures, 
USAID is now trying to extend these reengineering precepts to the Title I1 non- I I I., 

' I / /  
emergency or development programs along with the proposed integration with 
Development Assistance (DA) programs. While most would agree that managing for 
results is a worthy seal, the Title I1 program is inherently different than other forms of 

1 
USAID assistance and does not always lend itself in the same way to these reengineering 
objectives or rocedures. For example, Title I1 has multiple purposes and a broader 
group of stake f, olders. 

In recent years, USAID, as a result of provisions in the amended 1990 Public Law (PL) 
480 legislation, the 1993 GAO Report on Food Aid Management Improvements Needed 1 

i 

to Achieve Program Objectives, and the commitment to the Government Performance ! 
1 

- 
"ilc; ,iiijii ;;;;;;x.x: ;: 2.: A;..: ,2.1:!~'20d ;::c:s: ?.IS been substantial tension 
between USAID activity managers both overseas and in the Office of Food for Peace 
(FFP) in Washington with their key partners, the PVO community. The PVOs largely 
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ana ~esu i t s  ~ c t  (GPRA), has embarked on an ambitious effort to better manage its Title / 
I1 food aid resources in support of selected objectives and to demonstrate results. In !!!I 
1995, USAID issued the Food Aid and Food Security Policy paper that provided clear I I !  

I I/ 
internal policy and progr&natic guidance to the field. Concurrent with these changes 
were major reductions in experienced USAID staff and operating expenses, making 

/I/; 
management improvements and reengineering steps much more difficult to achieve. :I 1 
These external and internal pressures, created by the need to comply with and implement i I :  
sweeping policy and programmatic changes, have been no easy task for the USAID's i l l  ) ' 
Bureau of Humanitarian Assistance (BHR). . ., 

I 1.' 
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plan and admmster these T~tle ii  programs and deser~e much of the credit for the 
sustained support of the Title I1 program and budget. While the problems sometimes arise 
as much from varying management styles, miscommunications and inadequate 
collaboration in a number of areas, there are still subsrantive issues, which USAID needs 
to address expeditiously in order to keep this important program functioning well. Some 
of these problems concern the special role and relationship of PVOs in the international 
assistance arena, the efficacy of the results orientation with its accompanying monitoring 
and evaluation requirements in some very difficult country conditions as well as 
USAID's own staff and operating expense shortages. With further reductions planned. 
there is some serious concern that the situation may get worse before it gets better unless 
some management adjustments are made very quickly. 

There have also been some relatively striking comparisons made between USAID's 
handling of the Title I1 non-emergency program with the way in which the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) and the World Food Program (WFP) administers 
similar activities. 

This management assessment was undertaken at the request of the Program Planning and 
Evaluation (PPE) and FFP Offices in USAID's Bureau for Humanitarian Response 
(BHR) in order to elicit recommendations regarding how best to address these problems 
in this important Title I1 non-emergency program at a time of budgetary stringency. As a 
result of this internal stocktaking, there are a number of follow-up studies or activities, 
which USAIDBHR should consider in order to bring about further improvements in the 
Title I1 development program. These additional topics, which were outside the scope of 
work of this study, are referred to in the body of this assessment report. Attempting to 
improve the quality of the Title I1 non-emergency program while streamlining 
management in a downsizing environment is a central theme throughout this assessment 
ana the recommended follovv-up work 

The consultant team, combining many years of USAID and PVO experience, worked 
exclusively in Washington, drawing upon all available documents and interviewing 
scores of key informants within the allowable ? h e  yeriod. The Endings. conclusions and 
recommendations include a number of points to be further addressed. Some of the most 
important of these are the following: 

clearer USAID policy direction about the important role of Title I1 non- 
emergency programs; 

0 the need for more USAID s:af5ng howle2ge-ble in Tit!. I1 z ~ d  PVO 
programs: 

0 benescoordination among USAID offices working with the same PVOs; 
more regional bureau and Mission input into many of these programmatic and 
wcr!c!oad decisions: 
a real hard look at reducing some of the paperwork and reporting - 
requirements; 

0 clarification of USAID's strategic approaches and streamlining the data 
collection requirements for performance indicators; 
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providing more operational flexibility to the PVOs, many of whom have been 
administering these programs for decades; 
taking decisive steps to operationally integrate Title I1 non-emergency 
resources with Development Assistance resources; 

0 looking to incorporate some of the better features of USDA's management of 
similar programs; and 
increased efforts by USAID Mission and cooperating sponsors to engage host 
country governments and institutions in the planning, implementation, 
integration and management of reengineered Title I1 non-emergency 
programs, particularly in sub-Saharan Africa. 

FFP SO-2 Resource M~nogemenr Assessmefit 3 



1. Study Objective and Methodolog 

At the request of the Program Planning and Evaluation (PPE) and the Food fcr Pexe  
(FFP) Offices in USAID's Bureau for Humanitarian Response (BHR), the joint venture 
of Louis Berger International, Inc. (LBII) and Checchi and Company Consulting, Inc., 
under an Indefinite Quantity Contract (IQC), was asked to undertake an internal 
stocktaking of USAID's PL 480, Title I1 development program resource management. A 
copy of the full scope of work is attached in Annex A. 

In FY 1998, the entire Title 11 food aid program comprised $837 million, or nearly 20 
percent of the Agency's resources as shown in Table 1. About half of this amount was 
used to support non-emergency development activities. Tne Office of Food for Peace, 
which has management and oversight responsibility for these programs, was seeking a 
review of its development portfolio operations in order to shed light on how best to 
balance the many competing interests inherent in the PL 480, Title I1 program. The 
question was even more important with the non-emergency Title I1 activities because of 
the added pressures brought about by reengineering (i.e., managing for results) while at 
the same time experiencin~ staff compres_cic:. z.' c - r ~ t i ~ ?  - .  OVZPJI__CP T ) ~ P E X T ~ S .  

Accordingly, Dennis M. Chandler, a former USAID Deputy Assistant Administrator and 
Mission Director, and Charles L. Sykes, a former Deputy Assistant Secretary of State and 
senior PVO executive, were selectid to handle this task. Both individuals have had 
extensive experience working overseas and in Washington on a wide variety of Title I1 
programs and related issues. This management assessment was to be conducted in the 
Washington area only, with no overseas travel planned. The Berger-Checchi office 
provided oversight and administrative support. Attached is a copy of the agreed on 
consultants work plan in Annex B. 

The work began on July 27, 1999, involving a review of existing dara, many in addition 
to those specified in the scope of work, including several USAID policy statements, R4 
materials, statistics, meeting and committee reports and other related food aid documents. 
The consultant team also interviewed numerous current and past representatives of 

----. --,.a- .I,. -nc.-,~ ~ A : < c : ~ , .  LiSAiD's FFP Office, PPE, the regionai h - sx i s  &id as LL.~., r r - - . r . r  i . -.---..- . -_....-LA. 

personnel as possible. In addition, Mr. Sykes and Mr. Chandler met or talked on the 
phone with appropriate representatives of the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), 
t4e Office of Management and Budget (OMB), several private voluntary organizations 
(PVOs) involved in food assis:ance, and ccnxxercial representatives in the sector. While 
awaiting USAID's written comments on the draft report and working onanother 
consultancy in western Africa, iLlr. Chmdier d s o  ussc? 3s  ojqx22dt;~ i2fsxa!!v tc 
discuss this assessment in the context of the West Africa region. The list of people and 
organizations ccfntacted and interviewed is attached as Annex C. 

CS?.IDBHR did provide the contractor with written comments regarding the 
consultants' draft report, which have been considered to the maximum extent possibie by 
the consultants for inclusion in the final version. The consultants also factored in a 
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number of comments by BHR staff during a presentation to USAID in early September of 
the team's overall findings, conclusions and recommendations. 

Table 1 

Grant Assistance 

Economic Support Fund 
Development Assistance 
SEED/NIS* 
International Disaster Assistance 
Peace Corps 
Migration and Refugee Assistance 

Food Assistance Programs 

Title I $205,261 
Title I1 $888,800 
Title EI $29,900 
Food for Progress $84,235 
Farmer-to-Farmer $10.900 

Total U.S. Foreign Assistance $7,821,611 

Source: USAIDIFFP 12/03/98; USDAIFAS 12/21/98 

U.S. Foreign Assistance 
FY 1998 

Programs 

Grant 
A~sIStance 

&1% 
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. 
Major Changes In The 'Title I1 Program Since The Early 1990's 

Significant PL 480, Title I1 Amendments in the 1990 Legislation 

There were a number of significant changes or amendments to Public Law (PL) 480, 
Title 11 made in the 1990 re-authorizing legislation. None of these amendments was 

A more important to USAID than the vesting of authority in its Administrator for 
implementation of the Title I1 program because it clearly and unequivocally gave 
responsibility to the USAlD Administrator for implementing the Title I1 program. This 
change was significant because earlier Title I1 management was shared on an inter- 
agency basis and, therefore, was more cumbersome. This amendment also enabled 
USAID to integrate Title I1 food and DA resources in pursuit of development objectives. 

The Private Voluntary Organization (PVO) and Non-Governmental Organization @GO) 
community broadly supported this 1990 amendment. Impetus for this support was based 
on both experience and compelling arguments that the programmatic integration of food 

/I aid with financial and technical assistance resources in well designed ~roiects was likely - . - 
to yield greater and more durable results than food aid alone in addressing the problem of I' hunger and its principal root cause, i.e., poverty. Given USAID'S leadership in the - 
international development field as well as the demonstrated synergy and results of such 
resource integration in the search for more durable solutions to the alleviation of hunger 
and poverty, this amendment established the foundation for more developmentally sound 
uses of food aid resources. Annex D reviews briefly the broad authority given to the 
President to cany out the Title I1 program and USAID'z 1995 Food Aid and Food 
Security Policy paper, which gives specific focus to this authority. 

There were also other amendments to PL 480, Title 11 in the 1990 legislation, which had 
important consequences fbr the way USAID's FFP Office oganized and discharged its 
responsibilities. These included the authorization of not less than $10 million and not 
more than $13.5 million per year for support of the work of PVOs in establishing new 
programs and meeting in-country expenses related to ensuring efficient delivery of the 
food aid commodities to program beneficiaries. Rationale for support in meeting the 
latter expenses had its genesis in the 1985 Farm Bill. which recognized and responded to 
the extraordinary costs of food aid d&very in the famine affected regions of sub-Saharan 
Africa. Support for this amendment was based on the chronic problem faced by 
cooperating PVOs of insL~f5cie?.: U.S. Govenre3t (USE) dollx grant support for food 
aid program operations, management and accountability systems. In the 1996 legislation, 
the United Nations' World Food Program (WFP) sought and obtained similar support. 

FFP SO-2 Resource Management Assessment 6 

J 
Another key 1990 amendment authorized the generation and use of foreign currencies by 
PVOs and cooeeratives through the local sale (i.e.. monetization) and barter of food aid 
commodities to (a) meet transport and distribution costs in non-emergency food 
assistance progrms. and (b) implement ixome gene~ating, hes!rh, nutrition, agricultural 
and other developmental activities within the recipient country. This amendment 
acknowledged and responded to the increased operational costs related to managing Title 
I1 programs in the poorest, food deficit countries and the need for complementary 



financial resources to e f fdve ly  carry out food aid related, development activities. At 
the same time, this amendment constituted one of the most complex oversight tasks for 
the FFP Office. While the monetization or sale of commodities has served as an 
increasingly useful instrument in generating funds to improve household nutrition and 
increase agricultural productivity, as stipulated in USAID's Food Aid and Food Security 
Policy, it has slowly but progressively replaced traditions! Title I1 direct feeding 
programs, drawing increasing attention and scrutiny from commercially impacted 
commodity interest groups and food processors in the United States. Further comments 
and analysis of monetization are provided in Section 7 of this report and the Conclusions 
and Recommendations section of this assessment. 

Still another amendment incrementally increased the annual levels of assistance available 
for non-emergency food aid by 25,000 metric tons (MT). The rationale for incrementally 
increasing the levels of assistance was justified on the basis of global food aid projections 
and analyses prepared by the National Academy of Science (NAS), USDA's Economic 
Research Service (ERS) and the International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI). 
Similar annual incremental increases were included in the 1985 PL 480 legislation based 
;a ;z;crrs ?:six :he c x x  sxr::x 1: 7;:: cf Cm~:ess' - ways of ~c!c-.cw!e2zix - - the 
increased global food needs reflected in these projections. 

A further amendment in the 1990 legislation called for the establishment of a Food Aid 
Consultative Group (FACG) to meet regularly to address issues concerning the 
effectiveness of the regulations and procedures that govern food assistance programs 
implemented under Title 11. This amendment was predicated on the need for much closer 
consultation on both policy and program issues between USAID and the Title I1 
program's cooperating sponsors, i.e., the PVOs and cooperatives. While the amended 
legislation designates the USAID Administrator as the chair of the FACG, in practice the 
D e p q  Assistant Xdninis::ztci (D.?.3-) of BE?, ir.s:ezd cheirs the semi-mnual FACG 
meetings. The FFP Director chairs informal meetings to deal with issues that require 
attention between meetings. The FFP Office serves as the secretariat of the FACG and 
maintains the official minutes. 

Another series of amendments in the 1990 legislation placed time limits on the 
accomplishment of key USAID managerial tasks, such as proposal review and decision- 
making (45 days). These changes required USAID and its Administrator to develop and 
update regulations, in order to simplify procedures, reduce paperwork. establish 
reasonable accounting st~mdards, taking into consideration the problems associated with 
carrying out programs in developins countries. A further amendment required an annual 
report to Congress documenting progress toward food security in every country receiving 
food assistanc~ 

At the request of Congress, the General Accounting Office (GAO) conducted an audit of 
the PL 480 program i n i j s  and identified major deficiencies in the management of the 
Title I1 program in achieving its objectives. Annex E outlines the principal findings of 
that report. In 1995, the G-on Actions Taken to Improve Food 

- 
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Aid, which outlines the steps taken by USAID to implement many of the - 
recommendations found in the 1993 report. 

Significant PL 480, Title I1 Amendments in the 1996 Legislation 

In the 1996 PL 480 re-authorizifig legislation, under the section regarding the provision 
of food aid for non-emergency program, Congress stated that the USAID Administrator 
may not deny a request for program funding because (a) USAID has no Mission, office or 
other presence in that country, or (b) the development plan of the eligible organization is 
not part of a development plan prepared by USAID. This was a particularly important 
provision because USAID, due largely to administrative funding and staff shortages, had 
already begun closing its offices or Missions in some of the poorest, most food insecure 
countries, particularly in sub-Saharan Africa. It has since become necessary for the 
Agency to devise means to monitor Title I1 non-emergency programs of cooperating 
sponsors in such minimum or non-presence countries, thereby facilitating the 
accomplishment of the objective set forth in the amended legislation as well as USAID's 
own policy guidelines of focusing food assistance efforts in sub-Saharan Africa. The 
FFP Office is in the process of devisinz an oversight system to cover such programs and 
conform to this arnenamenr. 

Y The new legislation also raised the ceiling for program support grants for cooperating 
sponsors and the WFP, jointly referred to as "eligible organizations", to $28 million 
during each fiscal year. The increase in program support funds is made available to 
PVOs and the WFP to improve the efficiency of their programs. Approval, disbursement 
and oversight of these program support grants are the responsibility of the FFP Office. 

Lastly, the FACG's membership was expanded to inciude representatives from 
agriculture producer groups in the United States. The inclusion of U.S. food producer 
groups in the FACG grew out of (a) concern by such groups with the decline of direct 
feeding programs, and (b) the concern o i  other such groups with the impacr of 
monetization on some of their markets. Given the growing trend to sell or monetize more 

7.-.. c. c Title I1 non-emergency food resources, h e  r r r  u f x r  will face p ~ i n g  pressures from 
these groups and have its hands full in balancing these various, often competing interests. 

2. Changes in Workload Requirements in Washington and the Field 

Development Assistance 

In order to assess the workload requirpments involved with the Title I1 non-emergency 
operations, it is useful to review briefly what USAID has been attempting to accomplish 
in recent years y d h  its reengineered Development Assistance (DA) and even much of its 
Economic Support Funds (ESF). As the deveiopment community IS weil aware, USXID 
initiated massive changes in its development programs and administration beginning in 
the mid-1990's. The leadership of USAID volunteered USAID as one of two 
"reinvention laboratories" in the U.S. 5overnment. As such, USAID submitted itself to a 
great deal of internal and external scrutiny while it worked to plan and implement a 



number of improvements as part of the Government Performance Review. At the same 
time, as a result of government-wide efforts to limit the size of the USG payroll as well as 
partly due to continuing budget cuts, USAID's leadership reduced the numbers of its 
senior staff as well as other employees in special skill categories. The cumulative effect 
of these changes has often been rraumiiiii f ~ ;  2;; A~_:r,c:: L T ~  i ! ~  strff, ?.s they have tried 
to redirect their programs in a results-oriented way, but with far fewer financial and 
human resources at their disposal. It was the classic case of trying "to do more with less". 

There have been obvious problems in bringing about many of these changes in USAID's 
diverse and far-flung bureaucracy. Much time and effort had to be spent both in the 
Washington headquarters and in Missions around the world in re-thinking how USAID 
should better run its business and then come up with the right mechanisms to do so. 
Offices both overseas and in Washington were reorganized to reflect more of this 
retooling effort. The process clearly added extra work to USAID management units in 
order to bring about these programmatic and administrative changes, while still trying to 
implement ongoing development activities, meet USG foreign policy interests and deal 
with the various emergencies. Again, this was all done at a time when there were fewer 
and proportionately less experienced U.S. Direct Hire (USDH) employees and reduced 
administrative and program budgets. 

Despite its difficulties, however, this process has led to a number of positive innovations 
in the way in which USAID administers its development programs. The emphasis on 
results has been very useful in trying to demonstrate the actual impact of U.S. 
international development assistance. Identification of development assistance end- 
results -- strategic objectives and intermediate results -- have enabled USAID operating 
units to focus their efforts in selected key sectors and to identifv and act on what is in 
their manageable spheres of influence. Appropriate performance indicators (i.e., success 
factors) are established as benchmarks to help managers determine progress toward stated 
end-results. The heretofore more limited descriptions of inputs andoutputs in 
development activities became rightly viewed as simply a means to a greater end in 
support of verifiable progress toward the stated strategic objectives, thereby 
strengthening and accelerating sustainable development. 

Following this crush of busy reengineering activities, the Agency and its Washington and 
overseas staffs seem now to have settled into more of a rhythm in administering USAID's 
reshaped programs and procedures. Strategies and project activities have been developed 
according to the new precepts in most Missions. The RA process takes place 
methodically, although there has recently been some cutting back on the lengthy and 
detailed reviews. While some of the rhetoric has not changed, most of the remaining, 
dramatically reduced USDH staffs appear to have fewer illusions about trying to exercise 
intensive, hankis-on control of activities, relying on a variety of implementing partners, 
including PVOs, contractors and other organizations and none more important than the 
host country institutions. Instead, aside from the usual mix of political, procurement and 
process work typical of any bureaucracy, much of the USAID management efforts now 
seems to be shifting to the monitoring of activities according to the previously established 
performance indicators and the fine tuning of program activities that inevitably ensues. 
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This can be a labor-intensive process, requiring constant consultation with cooperating 
sponsors and host country officials and institutions in a participatory strategic planning 
approach in order to reconcile such strategic objectives and modifications with the reality 
of local conditions. 

PL 480. Title I1 Non-Emergency Programs 

There has been an analogous situation concerning the changes in the Title I1 non- 
emergency or developmerit program's workload requirements in Washington and 
overseas, although with some important disrinctions. The PL 450 program. with all of its 
Titles, has long been regarded by many both within USAID and elsewhere as a more 
abundant, but also more complicated resource to effectively manage. For decades, Title 
11, in particular, was viewed by many in USAID as more of a welfare program that could 
sometimes be useful in a 1J.S. economic assistance program, but was not necessarily 
central to USAID's development efforts. The different agricultural origins, legislation 
and budget of Title 11, along with USDA's agricultural export promotion mandate, the 
competing commercial interests of US.  suppliers and the more independent operating 
styles of many of the PVOs, the managers for much of the Title I1 activities, all 
reinforced this impression of a separate identity for Title 11. Consequently, USAID 
managers and staff have treated Title I1 activities quite differently both in form and 
content. 

As alluded to in the previous section, this separate track for Title I1 began to change in 
the early 1990's after significant amendments to the 1990 Farm Bill, which directed the 
focus of this food resource in support of food security objectives and instructed USAID 
to manage Title I1 accordingly. A General Accounting Office (GAO) report in 1993 
severely criticized USAID for not following through adequately on this legislative 
mandate (see Annex E). The 1996 Farm Bill provided even further developmental 
impetus to the use of Title 11, emphasizing the key pamership between U S A 3  aid iis 
cooperating sponsors, especially the US PVOs. Consequently, FFP developed a strategic 
plan in support of Agency goals. FFP's strategic plan framework is shown in Table 2 and 
how Office of Food for Peace fits within the Bureau for Humanitarian Response structure 
is shown in Annex F. 

At about the same time, a s  described above, USAID was in the throes of its Agency-wide 
reengineering process and was very preoccupied with trying to reorient the use of its DA 
resources to more clearly show results. Accordingiy, BEX's Food for Peace (FFFj 
Office emphasized the development importance of Title I1 non-emergency programs in 
several ways: 

it aphored a food security policy paper, 
- L  1 a re-defined its suaregic framework (See T~b ie  - ue,iiv~), 

reorganized its offices to better deal with reengineered Title 11, and - - 

a campaigned internally and externally for more results orientation in the use of 
Title 11, pointing out the Congressional mandate and the GAO rep& urging 
such action. 
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The continued reductions in USAID's budgets also focused increased attention on the 
proportionately greater value of the Title I1 resources, which did not suffer the same cuts, 
because of the more widespread support on Capitol Hill for this program. Title 11, in 
particular, -;+as seen very much 2s a "WC!-W?I" r22r213 for both meeting global food 
aid needs while benefiting U.S. agricultural interests. The efforts of the PVO community 
were also very instrumental in safeguarding the Title I1 non-emergency program. 

Table 2 
BHlUFFP STRATEGICSUPPORT OBJECTIVE 2 -REVISED RESULTS FRAMEWORK 

/ ~ o a l :  Improved household nutrition and agricultural productivity among targeted vulnerable 
groups. 

Strategic Objective 2 (S02): Increased effectiveness of FFP's partners in carrying out Title I1 
development activities with measurable results related to food security with a primary focus on 
household nutrition and agricultural productivity. 

SO2 Indicators: 
2.1 Percentage of new approved DAPs that identify objectively measurable, program-linked 

performance indicators, as defined in FFP guidance. 
2.2 Percentage of partner's activities that report complete baseline data and set targets for 

objectively measurable indicators within first year of implementation. 
2.3 Percentage of partner's annual target demonstrated to be achieved, based on objectively 

measured indicators 

Intermediate Results 2.1: Intermediate Result 2.2: 
Strengthened capabilities of PVOs, USAID Improved integration of activities with other 

! Missions and FFP to design, manage, monitor in-country activities, with Mission objectives, 
and sypor: pro, arams. and wkk ctke: donor s:ra~ezies. 

IR 2.1 Indicators: I R E  Indicators: 
a. Percentage of DAPs assessed to satisfy 75% a. Number of countries in which 2 or more 

of DAP review criteria to a great extent or PVOs have joint or coordinated M&E 
better. ac:iviries. 

b. Number of Missions developing b. Number of countries in which joint US-EU 
Memoranda of Understanding with FFP food security strategies are developed. 
outlining specific plans for redelegating c. Number of countries in which PVO and WFP 
Title I1 program authority. develop joint food security strategies. 

While the reengineering efforts for DA gave some indications about how the 
Tit!e !I developmest programs might es.ol-,.e, there was still a .. erest d e d  of e:c:x m ~ ! <  :o 
do in order to bring about these changes. As indicated above, Title I1 has its own special 
characteristics m d  momentum in the form of different legislation, political interests, 
budget', conuacring, commodities, logistics and cooperanng partners. One overriding 
premise is that the commodities must be purchased, shipped and delivered according to 
U.S. law and regulations for the purposes intended. The contracting workload contained 

- 
It is significant that the PL 480 program, including Title 11, is reviewed by the Congress' Agricultural 
Committees and funded by US. Government's "350" agicultural account, while the USAID :-,gram is 
handled by the International Relations Committees and funded &om the "150" foreign affairs account. 
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therein has been cited several times as a particularly heavy burden in the FFP office. As 
one USAID senior manager phrased it, above all else, the FFP Office must assure "that . 
the right food gets shipped and delivered at the right time to the right people in the right 
place." This is a constant and overriding fact of life because of the unique nature of this 
FFP program. Therefore, despite the efforts of USAID managers to reengineer Title I1 
non-emergency activities, the pre-existing momentum and these other realistic pressures 
in support of the Title I1 program will continue. 

To its credit, USAID's FFP Office has generally managed this program well, despite the 
pulling and tugging of forces on the food assistance activities. Therefore, when USAID 
decided to improve the thrust of the Title I1 non-emergency program in the form of 
reengineering and targeting for results, it was really adding an extra layer of work on top 
of an already busy set of administrative tasks required by law and regulation. In the 
process, it not only had to overcome the usual bureaucratic tendency to resist change, but 
also to educate a relatively uninformed USAID staff, which had largely left the 
management of Title I1 to a small but declining group of specialists. In addition, the FFP 
Office has had trouble attracting the most qualified staff because an assignment there was 
not alwa>s \ievYed as caiee:. erhxcing  fix!!:^. the:: WE qften reluctance on the part of 
some PVOs to go along with some of the reengineering efforts because they were wewe2 
as unduly complicating a program, for which the PVOs understandably claimed 
significant ownership. 

It would be instructive to fiuther illustrate some of the above points regarding USAID 
workload and the changes brought about by reengineering. Under the best of 
circumstances, the FFP Office already carries a very heavy workload in managing its . . resource aiiocaricn, acc3c~ltabiIiT~ cszo! marketins requirements. impact on the local 
economy, logistics, contracting, procurement, PVO partnership, monetization ana reiaiss 
responsibilities. The number of non-emergency activities: now costing about $400 
million per year, continues to increase dramatically from 46 in FY 1996 to 68 activities in 
FY 1999, with an estimated 75 such activities to be approved in FY 2000 (See Table 3). 

Table 3. PL 180 Title I1 Non-Emergency Activities 
r I S  YEAR 1 NU.\.lBER 1 

1998 
1999 
2000 75 est. 

Source: BHRIFFPIDP 

C 
Tne disuibution and ruiiber cf Tit!e !! non-emersencv prosrams by region over the past 
five years are shown in Charts 1 and 2. 
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Chart 1: Piumber of Title I1 Development Programs 
by Region (AFR, A%E, LAC) FY96-FY99 
n 

FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 F Y O O  

(22 Countries) (23 Countries) (27 Countries) (27 Countries) (28 Countries) 

Note: PVO programs only 

And planned new starts are shown below. 

Chart 2: Planned Xew Starts/3umber of Title I1 
Development Programs Ending by FY 

!. 
02 
C 
E - 
2 

FY9S FY99 FYOO W 0 1  FYO? FY03 FYOJ 
New 

D M s  
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The level of funding and regional distribution of PL 480 Title I .  over recent years is 
shown in Chart 3 below. 

Chart 3. Title 11 Development Program 

by Region (AFR, AXE, LAC) FY95-FY99 

180 

160 

69 140 
V) 

r l20 0 .- 
IAC 

60 

40 
20 

0 

Note: R e ~ o n a l  totals includeWFP and PvO, 202(e) is the smder stacked 

. . 
The Agency's own figures aiso shou 2 i i ~ i j i ~ . ~ < r L i ~ i l i ; 2  ;t23 b t w e e s  the average dollar 
size of responsibilities for BHR staff versus the average dollar size of responsibility for 
USDH staff in other divisions. Admittedly, there are many variable factors in this 
equation, including the different labor intensities of selected activities, the "shadow" 
staffs in the form of concraccors, %Xch i i ; G S  L'S.:3 c ~ e r 3 : i q   its r.cw s e e 3  to use, as 
well as the competing emergencies and poiiticai changes, which very much affect 
everyone's workload, especially i7 :he Cffice. (See Chart 4) 
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Chart 4 

BIIR M ANAGEMENT OF FUNDING COMPARED TO OTHER 
r USAID BUREAUS 

FYI993 FY 1994 FYI995 FY 1996 PY1997 FY 1998 FY 1999 FY2000 
. . .  _ . . ~~ . ~. ~ .~ 

IZI USAID Program'Funds per USDI-I H Regional Bureaus & Global Prog. Funds per USDH 

BHR Program Funds per BHR USDI-I 
. . . . . . . . . ~~ .. .~. .. . ~ 
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When USAID then redirects the Title I1 development programs in a reengineered manner, 
it aims to improve the quality of food aid programs. However, this effort is really adding 
significant work on top of the above-mentioned Title I1 management tasks, which are 
alreadv substanti.,!. are required by Im F ~?n!>ti?;locs - 2r.d C!Q not easily l e d  tker?.~e!-;zz 
to reduction. Reengineering Title I1 development programs means rethinking and 
redefining some of the basic purposes and objectives of a food aid program, which has 
operated well but differently than DA for more than forty (40) years. For example, more 
emphasis must now be placed on results and the performance indicators for those desired 
results, rather than reporting mostly the inputs of tonnage of food shipped and the outputs 
of the numbers ofpeople fed. This is particularly the case where Title 11 non-emergency 
activities are integated with the DA-funded programs, which are already held to a 
reengineered results orientation. The monitoring and evaluation requirements to assess 
this higher level performance can sometimes become complicated and seemingly too 
onerous for the Missions, host governments and some of the cooperating sponsors, who 
are generally more comfortable with the earlier style of direct distribution of food 
assistance. As a result, considerable time and effort must be spent negotiating among the 
different participants in this process in order to anive at an acceptable set of performance 
indicators and monitoring and evaluation steps, which are both realistic and also 
reasonably demonstrate results. 

The management workload of the Title I1 development program is further complicated by 
the fact that a central office in Washington and a small group of field officers have 
heretofore largely handled these activities. USAID has not appeared ?o =!2ce 2 high 
priority on the importance of the Title I1 non-emergency program and staff work in that 
field. There is now unde~way a modest effort to delegate, according to prescribed 
criteria, limited Title I1 authorities to selected Missions where they exist and have 
requisite staff. One senior manager told us, however, that it was not until the latter part 
of her career and her second Mission Directorship, foilowing severai earlier overseas and 
Washington assizments, that she encountered Title I1 management responsibilities. 
While very supportive of the reengineered use of Title 11 resources in a country program 
integrated with DA, this Mission Director indicated that the critical factor in accepting 
and being able to handle this management responsibility was the existence on her staff of 
a capable FFP Officer. However, the Agency is losing its corps of FFP Officers (BS-15) 
and has only hired some replacements on an exceptional basis. Furthermore, despite the 

. . - - - - - - . . . .--T in.. -:.!. -- .. . .. . . .. . _ -.--..... _. -. . " - ,  -...- .* --.,u..A-v a, ,-., L G " ,  "<A,.* 
. . .  - * ',, d, G-' " " L ' " ~ G ,  -' *I  G 

well versed in the special requirements of Title I1 programs, as they have existed thus far 
and especially not with the reengineering responsibilities added on in recent years. 

In order to address this last deficiency, the FFP Office has correctly anansed through its 
institutional cqntractor, Mendez England & Associates, annual training programs for 
USAID staff working on Title I1 activities. Since August 1994, 162 individuals have 
undergone such food aid management training, with another 25 scheduled for October 
1999. Approximately 40 percent of these attendees have been Foreign Service National 
(FSN) employees, about 10 percent Personal Services Contractors (PSC's)' and a few 
representatives of PVOs on a space-available basis. (See Table 4 below for further 
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details). A number of the FFP Office staff also participates actively in helping to conduct 
many of these training sessions 

Table 4 
DATES AND NUMBER OFPARTICIPANTS TRAINED IN FOOD AID ~ ~ A N A G E ~ M E V T  BY I ~ ~ E ~ V D E Z  

ENGLAND & ASSOCIATES UNDER CONTR4CT WITH USAID 
1 I0 day course 1 24 participants 

September 1994 3 day course 9 participants 

October 1995 10 day course Postponed 

10 day course 22 participants 

I June 1997 1 10 day course 1 28 participants I 
January 1998 

Another very important factor, which can add to the workload of Title I1 development 
programs, is the increased use of monetization. More than sixty (60) percent of the Title 
11, non-emergency food aid resources are now sold or monetized in order to generate cash 
as a more flexible tool in development assistance activities. This trend raises new issues 
related to the market complexity of monetization itself. Also, there are often political 
pressures brought to bear by the competing interests of U.S. suppliers of bulk 
commodities, which are more easily monetized and allow for value added in a developing 
country context, versus the U.S. suppliers of processed and packaged commodiries, 
which are not so easily monetized. In addition, while many of the PVOs, who manage 
most of these Title I1 development efforts, tend to favor increased monetization, this 
process sometimes taxes PVO czpxities and that of USAID Missions to --maze - we!! 
such a complicated process. Therefore, while keeping very much in mind the important 
interests of the involved PVOs, Missions and host countries, the FFP Office in 
Washington must be ever vigilant in carefully overseeing this process in order to 
minimize the many political, financial and commercial pitfalls that can and do occur. 

c t o b e r  1998 1 8 day course 1 30 participants 

There have also been serious morale problems in the FFP Office in Washington. As 
pointed out earlier, senior management officials in the Agency have not been consistent 
in the amount,of importance given to the Title I1 non-emergency or development 
program, especially as compared with the DA, Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance 
(OFDA) and Title I1 emergency programs. Also, the FFP officer personnel category (BS- 
15) has been allowed to dwindle in numbers of staff, causing gaps, protracted recruitment 
and lengthy orientations for those who are eventually assigned there. ~ e c a u s e  USAID 
careers and onward assignments are not felt to be helped by a tour in the FFP Office, 
especially in the Foreign Service, qualified officers are still reluctant to serve there or to 

5 day course 
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25 participants (estimated) October 1999 

4 participants June 1998 

Source: Mendez England & Associates 
5 day course 

1 day course 



stay more than the minimum time. Furthermore, the competing pressures on Title I1 
development programs, a:; described earlier, add more stress to an already hectic work 
environment. Finally, FFP staff consistently complained about limited travel and OE 
funds, excessive paper work. time consuming clearances, approvals, etc. in the FFP 
Office as well as the constant fact of "not bemg able to please all or' the people all or' the 
time" both within USAID and a-ong its many external constituents. Such pressures and 
morale issues all contribute to frequent turnovers in qualified staff in the FFP Office. The 
consultants understand that some of these internal FFP office management issues are - 
already being addressed by efforts at improved communications, further delegations of 
authority to senior staff and increased recognition through awards. 

Clearly another workload factor for USAIDIWashington and Missions in the 
Title I1 development program is the role of the PVOs. The PVOs are absolutely essential 
for the management of the Title I1 program and can rightly point to a long and proud 
history of assisting needy people overseas using U.S. food aid. The PVO community has 
also been key in supporting the continuation of needed levels of food assistance and other 
budgetary forms of foreign aid. Finally, many of the PVOs have been very active in 
influencing the rewriting of the of foreign aid legislation, including PL 480. Therefore; 
the PVO community is and can continue to be a very important ally and constituent of 
USAID in all of its efforts. 

Having said all of the above, there are obvious stresses in the relationship between the 
PVO community and USAID, particularly over the management of the Title I1 non- 
emergency program. Some of these strains can be attributed to the normal "family" 
tensions among those who are busily working together in the same field and periodically 
have honest differences of opinion about how best to get the job done. Still other : j  
problems relate to the special nature of the PVOs' role in Title 11, for which one could . I i 

reasonably argue that they are largely responsible for its continuation in its present form 
and for which the PVOs deserve credit. For that reason, the PVOs have taken substantial f 

ownership of the Title I1 program. Tine PVOs particularly complain about the apparent 
minimal trust and collaboration by USAID with the cooperating sponsors, the seemingly ! 
ever changing rules and procedures =d the burden brought about by the results .- - .. .. , 
orientation of reengineering with its moniroriny and evaluation iequirenenw. i.v i l i~z  . . 
some PVOs admit that it is perfectly ~ppropriate for USAID "to push the envelope" in ! 11 
.--Q nf 2-k:ro r nn7~d1 : - i ~1cymt  i ~ 7 . 2 ~ :  ~ " 6  ~ c c e  letter projects have - 
others feel that some of the performaxe indicators they are asked to resort on are 

' I 
. .6 

unrealisiic in te~lils of what is possible on the ground or require too much extia i-v.ork and $I  , . 
expense to capture. This last point is important because of the cooperative relationship 
with PVOs to design and implement !hese activities and taking into account their limited 
funding, especially if USAID does not provide additional funding for performanc: ' !:.[ 
moni:oriiig md nie3sur:meS. 

From the USAID perspective, however, USAID managers and staff, while giving PVOs 
their due, take very seriously the Agency's fiduciary responsibilities and resulis 
objectives. Some USDIl employees also tend to view PVOs more as another one of ,$ 1 ,  

many implementing agents working for USAID, like contractors. Often the issue is more !! i "  
/ /  
i i  
irr 
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style rather than substance as USAID managers are used to or simply prefer the more 
directive approach that can be and is taken with contractors with their precise scopes of 
work and budgets. In addition, as one former FFP officer pointed out, as USAID staffs 
are further reduced both overseas and in Washington, it is often easier and faster simply 
to issue orders rather than allowng for me more rime-consuming coiiaboraovs approxh 
that is necessary with PVOs under cooperative agreements and grants. In short, the 
increased involvement of numerous PVOs, the new reengineering requirements of Title I1 
and the otherwise increasing demands on a more limited USDH staff afford numerous 
occasions for these problems to occur. 

Although not specifically included in the scope of work, the roles played or not played by 
host country counterparts, governmental and non-governmental, can and do have a 
significant impact on the effective management of Title I1 programs and sustainability. 
For example, the Government of India and state governments in India have traditionally 
played significant counterpart roles in the management of Title I1 programs, in terms of 
financial support (often exceeding the value of food aid), including all inland transport 
and end-use management of the food aid. Most importantly, from a policy perspective, 
?'-- Ti:!? I! ~ ~ ~ p ~ - s  ha,;: :il~>;.-vs beer. st:ongly suppo~& 54' ;:;? Ec'.---=+ I . ._~_;-_i_ - 'T-J:-  rl 

Similarly, the Bangladesh Government and some indigenous NGOs have also taken 
noteworthy management responsibility for aspects of the Title I1 program there. In many 
of the ooorest, food insecure countries in sub-Saharan Africa, there needs to be more 
significant efforts to engage with govemmenral or non-gover&nental entities in the 
development of local capacities. 

3. Status and Constraints of Integration of Title I1 Into Field Missions 

In this stocktaking effort, the Checchi-Louis Berger team reviewed available USAID 
program documents. especially R4's, for approximately 25 Missions in all regions. The 
team also interviewed regional bureau personnel, FFP staff and FFP contractors about the 
degree to which Title I1 development activities are integrated into Mission programs. Of 
particular interest were the handful of Missions, to which FFPIW had delegated authority 
to approve PA4's. With the exception of five or six country programs, there is little 
evidence to show much effon ro inregrace Tick ii ma-s~srgsiicq. =i;C CA programs. In 
the overwhelming majority of cases, there is no connection made between Title I1 and 
DA, and often no mention even made outside of the resource request. The notable 
exceptions include such Missions as India, Bangladesh, Bdivia, ?em, aid Mozambique. 

Charts 5 and 6 below show both the sectoral and geographical complementarity of these 
Title I1 development resources which potentially could be integrated. 
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Chart 5. Sectoral Breakdown of FY99 

Title I1 Development Program Funding  

Chart 6. Title II Development Program Funding 
by Region ( A m ,  AIW, LAC) FY96-FY99 

ZOO 7 I 

FY96 FY97 ~ ~ 9 8  FY99 

Note: Regional totals include WFP and PVO, ZO?(e) is the smaller stacked bar (as of FY98) 
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One member of the consultant team, while awaiting USAID's written comments on the 
draft report and working on another assignment in West Africa, informally interviewed 
USAID personnel in these countries on the degree of integration of Title I1 and DA 
resources and programs. This limited ground-truthing in this one region also confirmed 
the overall finding of very limited integration of Title I1 into Mission programs. Other 
than this informal opportunity, the team could not probe further in this area due to the 
limited time allowed and because no overseas travel was authorized in this task order. 

There appear to be several reasons for this lack of Title I1 integration with other USAID 
programs including: 

the separate genesis and identity of Title I1 from the rest of the resources for 
which USAID is responsible 
the dearth of Title I1 experience across USAID -- most USDH personnel at all 
levels have very little experience with Title I1 programs 
Title I1 being very much a Washington-managed account, up until recently, 
often with little input from Missions 
Because there are so many factors involved in Title 11, which are well beyond 
the span of control of Missions (commodity issues, shipping, political 
pressures, etc.) Missions' tend to avoid involvement with Title I1 and to 
gravitate to activities that they can realistically influence, 
the PVOs' more independent operating styles which in the past have not 
provided much opportunity or need for Missions to become deeply involved 

crams in the details of Title I1 pro, 
the continued USDH staff cuts in USAID Missions and the growth of non- 
presence and limited presence counuirs reciuces integration prospects 
the added wor!c!ozd of tiying to ree-gire-r 3.4. A :rc.rr.--z: - IS? i ~ h d  USAID 
staff levels have not been provided incentives to try to ''reinvent" a Title I1 
program which, except for intioducing Kore resulis focus, most often appears 
to be working reasonably well 
lack of incentives for Missions to better integrate Title I1 resources, such as 
fuller delegations of authority, adeguate naff and financial support to use in 
properiy monitoring such programs 
lack of awareness of the positive experiences of selected Missions (e.g., India, 
Peru, Mozambique) in integrating Title I1 and other DA resources giving 
examples of how such in tep ted  efforts can work rr.' t L  rhantages thereir.. 

Box 1 below provides a brief discussion of the genesis and differences of Title I1 non- 
emergency resources and DA appropriations. 
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Box 1: Genesis of DA & Tit le 11 Resources 

PL 480 Title 11 is part of the agricultural legislation, handled by the AgriculturalCongressional 
committees and appropriated in the "350" or agricultural account of the overall USG Budget. I t s  
overriding purpose is to  promote U.S. agricultural interests. PL 480 is part o f  the federal budget to  
fund U.S. Department of Agriculture programs, which help the US. farmer, a portion of which 
assistance is achieved by financing U.S. agricultural exports. Therefore, PL 480's initial and single. 
most important objective has been domestic U.S agricultural interests. For that reason, it is 
supported by a variety o f  constituents, including U.S. agricultural commercial interests, farmers, food 
processors, packagers, shippers, etc. as well as others in the development community. 

The regular Development Assistance (DA) budget, on the other hand, is authorized under the Foreign 
Assistance Act (FAA). I t  is handled in the Congress by the International Relations committees and is 
appropriated as part of the "150" or foreign affairs account in support of the political interests and 
foreign policy of the USG. The purposes of DA are further specified in the FAA, as amended, and as 
articulated by USAID as the USG's development agency. There are many different supporters of 
the USAID appropriations in the broad development community and commercial area and for reasons 
other than just helping US. agricultural interests and exports of American goods and services. 

Where there is some development overlap, not identity, between PL 480 and bA is in the form of 
Title 11. The amendments t o  the PL 480 legislation pushed the two different programs towards one 
another as much as possible, but did not make them the same. The amended legislation emphasized 
the development role of Tit le I1 and gave USAID, as the USGs development agency, the 
responsibility for channeling Y i i i t  I xsccrczs in as mcc5 o f  c tz~~z!cpnzn: dirzction cs possiblz. 
The GAO Report of 1993 and USAID policy changes of 1995 did the same, but again did not change 
the inherent nature of the different legislations and programs. Rather, these moves simply shifted 
some o f  the emphasis and pushed more the coordination between the two programs since they are 
both dealing in the foreign area and trying to help needy people. 

These inherent, substantive differences in the origins and purposes o f  the two programs govern how 
the responsible US6 aoencies and the PVOs view and manaqe the implementation of Title 11. While 
some of the useages of Title 11 commodities and monetization proceeds may be similar, the purposes 
and characteristics af the programs are distinct and separate. Pariicuiarly, the PVO representaiives, 
who helped to rewrite the legislation, will be quick to point out that it was never intended t o  make 
Title I1 and DA identical. When you add to this fact the very distinct histories of the two programs 
and the very separate ways in which they have been handled for the last fo r ty  years, one can better 
appreciate the reality of these inherent differences in thegenesls of these sim~lar but dist~ncr Title 
7- - - A N * "  *--,...--- -- -. ,- -. . . --- -. 

Key Differences between Tit le O and Regular DA Resources 

As statzd przviously, Title I:[ as a development assistance resource has i ts origins in the fiscal year 
1985 PL 480 legislation, which included provisions which authorized (1) monetization by PVOs, (2) 
multiyear commitment of food aid resources. (3) an annual incremental increase in food aid resources 
for development, and (4) specific samples of projects to promote development. The Agriculture 
Committees in the Congress overwhelmingly supported these 1985 provisions and refined them in the 
1987.1990 and 1996 PL 480 legislation. 

--- 
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The compelling, indeed pivotal, reasoning behind Congressional changes to  Tit le I1 legislation 
was based on the conviction that Tit le I1 food aid resources could more effectively address 
chronic hunger by giving if a development focus. They also recognized that many of their 
constituents viewed the Food fo r  Peace Program as a major contribution in addressing world 
hunger. 

Secondly, the Title I T  financial resources generated through monet~zation have the potential 
to  more effectively address long term remedies to  the problems of household food insecurity 
and low agricultural productivity, while the food resources sold, may have a positive effect on 
market liberalization, stabilizing prices of essential food commodities durino lean seasons, and 
improving access by the poor t o  basic food commodities. Although USAID and the NGOs have 
had substantial experience in achieving these types of results, there appear; :o be a !cck of 
application of these key secondary food security objectives in the design of Title 11 
development proposals. This double impact is not characteristic of  most regular DA resources. 
The USAID sponsored M d i  Workshop (April 7-9.1999) represents a model start in achieving 
these key secondary results. 

Finally, when speaking o f  integration of DA and Title I1 resources, one senses that there are 
fundamental differences o f  views about the meaning of "resource integration" within USAID. 
From an operational perspective, conventional wisdom from the f ield as well as research and 
policy institutions, such as IFPRI, have long and repeatedly called fo r  a major push to  integrate 
food aid, development assistance (bilateral and multi-lateral), and technical assistance, e.g., 
CGIAR, to address the food insecurity problems of the poorest countries, most of which have 
agrarian economies. Many USAID s ta f f  appear to interpret resource integration as an 
administrative issue rather than fostering a dynamic process which produces the synergies 
reflected in fully integrating resources at  the operational level. As one astute Food f o r  Peace 
staff  indicated, USAID needs to  bring these resources into the budget and planning cycle of 
the couniries it is irying TO assist. 

VSAID is encouraged t o  renew its ef forts in creating the policy and operational environment 
and framework which gives highest priority to the operational integration of resources, 
recognizing the fundamental differences in the genesis of DA and Title I1 and allowing 
cooperating sponsors sufficient space t o  test operational integration o f  resources at the field 
I? . . . !  

0 .-. -. . -- - . . . ,  - 7  -.. L ~ ~ ~ ~ Q ~ ~ ; w ~  ui irrrs AI nc3uur.r irl;rila;;rulrrli witrl ivianagemmc o i  h e  u s ~ ~  
Food for Progress Program 

L 

The Title I1 non-emergency provisions stipulated in the PL 480 legislation detine a wide 
range of activities which may be undertaken with the food aid resources made available 
through PVO cooperating sponsors and the WFP. In its Food Aid and Food Securip 
Policv paper, USAID has given priority to those activities, which improve household - nutntlon, especially in children and mothers, and alleviate the causes of hunger, 
especially by increasing agrku1t;li;l picCuction, in sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia. 
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In the interests of reengineering, USAID has also directed that Title I1 resources be used 
to assist in the achievement of USAID strategic objectives, and managed according to the 
same results yardsticks, with a multi year program horizon 

By contrast, the Title I, Food for Progress program, administered by USDA, assists 
developing countries, particularly emerging democracies "that have made commitments 
to introduce or expand free enterprise elements in their agricultural economies through 
changes in commodity pricing, marketing, input availability, distribution, and private 
sector involvement." Food for Progress can be implemented through one-year 
agreements, which can be extended for longer periods, with governments or with PVOs, 
cooperatives, intergovernmental organizations or private entities. 

Although the two programs have expressly different purposes and objectives, they also 
have certain commonalties. For example, cooperating sponsors in both programs may 
monetize food aid or use the food for its intrinsic value in targeted feeding programs 
designed to combat hunger and malnutrition. Both programs require from their 
cooperating sponsors timely and accurate accountability reports of the food aid, 
monciizaiion process and the use of the financial proceeds generated by monetization. 
Both programs are subject to annual audit in accordance with OMB Circular A-133 and 
its Compliance Supplement. 

There are also significant differences, however, in the two programs, which very much 
relate to rke (I_istix? r-r -IXmoses cf the zztF,cr%cg !egislztior, aii2 the sepzzte rn~rcktes of 
the two USG departments or agencies involved: USAID's results-oriented development 
focus versus USDA's agricultural export promotion focus. While the two areas of 
emphasis are certainly not mutually exclusive and can actually reinforce one another, 
they are nevertheless different. One is also struck by the often-repeated refrain from 
cooperating sponsors, who participate in both programs, about the greater client 
orientation atmosphere of the Food for Progress operations at USDA. Examples of 
USDA's more customer friendly service are its well executed annual pre-proposal 
ccnferznczs. its less pm?rxted lnd r7~ml-.er:cmc3 dec i~ ic~?  ~.S<i"z - c:Ae and process, its 
willingness to resolve programmatic issues expeditiously, often by phone, and its 
dissemination of frequently asked question about the Food for Progress program. 

The other m2jor differex: is the re!a?ive simplicity of the USDA Food for Piogress 
paperwork, from the simpler Plan of Operations proposal format to the final report, as 
compared to the USAID Title I1 program's lengthier, more detailed review and approval 
prrczzs (See Ch,.p 7 Q,:! % n + + h  +h, c, , ,~  r--D ~ . . a - = .  

,' - -- '--- . - - - -  --. -^-a --" ------ - 
annex to the Plan of Operations is considered by many PVOs as unnecessarily detailed 
and complex, while cooperating sponsors find USAiD's Title I1 budget format more user 
i i k n i i ~ .  

In addition to USAID's ~nultiyear Title I1 versus USDA's one-year Food for Progress 
approaches, perhaps the geatest substantive difference in the G o  programs is'in-their 
differing emphasis on evaluation and measuring results, as discussed elsewhere in this 
assessment. In contrast to USDA's Food for Progress program, the USAID Title I1 non- 
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emergency program is now committed to a much higher level of mon i t~ t cg  acd 
evaluation in order to demonstrate impact in support of USAID strategic objectives and 
intermediate results. The Food for Progress program, on the other hand, touches more 
lightly on results, involves much less field oversight and requires a simpler final report 
f i c z  :yxr.-ting sFonsors. which basice!!:? s?a?es whether the objectivps sqt fcdh in !he 
Plan of Operations as contained in the project agreement were achieved. Food for 
Progress reporting requirements focus more on timely logistical reporting and the 
regularly scheduled reporting on monetization, including disbursement of the proceeds, 
again with less detailed references to thei; cses a ~ c !  rexlts. 

The consultant team wishes to note that, since this stocktaking report was first drafted, 
there are plans underway for increased exchanges of information by the managers of 
USDA's Food for Progress program and USAID's Title I1 development activities. 
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Chart 8 
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5. Changing Workforce and Support Requirements in Relation to Workload 
Changes 

As indicated earlier, the advent of the results orientation led to, in most cases, improved 
activities though it clearly added another layer of work for USAID managers in terms of 
a new way of designing and monitoring activities. The subsequect a~plication of the 
reengineering concepts and procedures to Title I1 non-emergency programs brought with 
it many of the lessons learned from the earlier DA reengineerins r.:;. fez: :. but c!co 
many of the same problems in educating everyone involved and then restructuring 
programs. In addition, reengineering Title I1 also led to many new problems because 
Title I1 is inherently different in many ways than DA. In brief, the distinct legislative 
origins and mandate, th.e competing domestic political interests, the unique role of the 
PVOs, the continuing USAIDEFP staff and budget shortages and such new phenomena 
as increased monetization all added more complexity to the management of the Title I1 
development program and made more difficult all such reengineering efforts. 

Given these workload changes, USAID has needed, and continues to need, to adjust its 
Title 11 non-emergency workforce and support requirements both in Washington and 
overseas (See Table 5). No longer should the relevant sections of the FFP office and the 
Title I1 development program be administered on a separate track from the rest of the 
development activities. The Title I1 non-emergency program now needs to go beyond the 
largely resource allocation and logistical management focus of the past forty years and 
insread arrempr to inregrare Tirie ii acriviries as mucn as posslbie with tne rest o i  the 
USAID effort in presence countries and collaborate with the key implementers, PVOs, in 
all country activities. This requires as many, if not more, personnel involved in Title I1 
because of the previously mentioned increased workload in order to bring about these 
program modifications. 
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Table 5 
MISSION: BIXRlFFP USDH STAFFING REQUIREMENTS BYSKILL CODE 

NO. OF USDH NO. OF USDH NO. OF USDH NO. OF USDH 
EMPLOYEES EiMPLOYEES EMPLOYEES EMPLOYEES 

M BACKSTOP IN BACKSTOP IN BACKSTOP IN BACKSTOP 

* Overall BHR/FFP staff levels for FY 2003 and beyond do not include the possible transfer of OPITC 
staff to BHREFP. 

However, in FY 1999, becmse of cc~?i..-ix s t . - f f d  operaficg expense cxts in FFP as 
in the rest of the Agency, there have been oGy five Country Backstop Officers (CBOs) in 
the FFP Development Programs (DP) Division working on 65 Title I1 development 
activities around the world (and the number of activities is to be higher in FY 2000). 
Accordingly, to manage this increasing workload, USAID has had to rely more on 
ins;imtiond con?rac?crs ir! ~r.ie: rc "e . - - - I -  -- ., m .- -K=-*; .--.-.. vely meet these continuing and new 
responsibilities. Therefore, USAID has engaged the services of Mendez England & 
Associates for manapement and administrative support in its Tlt!e T! nneratinnc (1.6 
positions) and the kcadany for Educational Development (AED) un&r the FANTA 
project for help in improving the results orientation, monitoring and evaluation of Title 11 
non-emergency activities (6 positions). In addition, Food A d  ;bianagernznr (FAX), 
which serves as an infonnation clearing house for Title I1 cooperating sponsors, 
establishes performance standards and addresses specific food aid program issues 
identified by the FFP Office and FAM members. 
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The agency has been disrupted in recent years by major reorganizations to adjust staff 
alignments to newly reengineered functions. It appears to the consultants that everyone 
needs time to adapt to these new configurations. However, a number of people pointed 
out that approximately 90 percent of the work in the Management Bureau's Office of 
Transportation Coordination (OPITC) is actually in support of BHR activities. Although 
OPITC is supportive of BHR functions, it would seem to argue for putting all of these 
largely BHR responsibilities 'hnder one roof'. The team also noted a similar point in the 
FFP Office's R-4 table on staffing. It would appear that this minor reorganization would 

C' .. ??.' ---1-----..-- 1. - - A  *L..-,L..L- - ---, ,Cc-:^-r 5 2 ; :  iiiis;-"llAc; 4ru*, i: ".i -.-A. ""- I.- ,,-. ..-... ---- ...-.--, "- - -----.-.-. 
mode of operation. 

There also need to be different types of USAID staff involved in Title I1 both in 
Washington and overseas. Because the management of reengineered activities is led bv 

L - - 
Strategic Objective (SO) teams, more program managers have had to become very 
familiar with the unique features of Title I1 when used as an integrated development 
resource. This has been a slow process because of large scale USAID cuts of dxperienced 
staff, the virtual elimination of the FFP officer personnel category (BS-IS), competing 
priorities with the still ongoing reengineering efforts of DA and ESF, the perceived 
degree of difficulty in working with the multifaceted PL 480 program and the different 
and strong role of the PVOs involved. 

In Washington, USAID has made some progress in this regard by assigning experienced 
Foreign Se~iicc persome! tg !eade~ship positions in the FFP Office ad, on an 
exceptional basis, by hiring a few individuals from outside the Agency as well as five 
interns approximately three years ago. At the same time, FFP, through its institutional 
conuacror, Menaez-Engiand, has conducted training programs once a year in Washington 
for USDH and other staff from Washington and overseas in food aid management. It has 
also meant that the geographic regionai bureaus, in t h i r  backstopping roles, have had to 
become more knowledgeable in Title I1 matters because of the increased number of TitIe 
I1 activities in their regions and the need to allocate the requisite staff and budget to 
sup~ort ?he monitoring of these operations. There is a special case in the Africa Bureau 
where regional or "twinned" Missions have had to assume more management 
responsibilities for the oversight of Title I1 programs in limited or non-presence 
countries. Wlile mid-level staff in the regional bureaus understand and are actively 
involved in this transition, it is not at all clear that senior management (Assistant 
Adz5s::::xs x;?d 3.1-Ls) in regional bureaus is sufficiently aware of the implications of 
these changes in the alIocation of scarce Operating Expense (OE) and Full Time 
Ey.ival.ent (FTF) ~taff  levels to Missions. 

From the fidd perspective, iklissions are still wrest!ing with this problem of increased 
wordoaa invoivea wifn reengineering and the continuation of staff and OE cuts. 
Missions tell us that the single, most important factor in assuming more responsibility for 
Title I1 management is the presence on the Mission staffs of qualified individuals, who 
are knowledgeable of and can monitor Title I1 activities administered by PVOs. Such 
individuals can be U.S. Direct Hire (USDH), Personal Services Contractors (PSC's), or, 
in some cases, Foreign Service National (FSN) local employees. While the exact number 
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of FTE's committed to Title I1 are elusive, few Missions have full-time USDH FFP 
Officers and local staff; while most Missions are operating with part-time FSN's or 
PSC's. Absent these staff resources, Missions often do not want to endorse Title I1 
proposals, not to mention considering their integration with the DA program, because of 
the added management burden of having to monitor and be accountable for these 
additional activities and resources. This understandable objection by field offices runs 
directly counter to the PVOs' strongly held position and legislative mandate of USAID'S 
zeesing t: au?!xrize otherxise acce@!e PVO proposals md USAID's r:m$r.e:rizo - 
policy of trying to integrate some of these with Mission and Washington DA pro, orams. 
This situation is bound to lead to further problems unless some relief is provided to the 
Missions in the form of funding and staff andlor the Mission's oversight responsibilities 
for PVO activities are adjusted or reduced. Alternatively, the responsibility will fall back 
on to FFP/Washington, which, as pointed out earlier, has its own workload and staffing 
issues as well as very limited travel funds. 

One particular constraint related to the hiring of local or in-country personnel is the 
reduction in the availability or authorization for the use of previously generated local 
currency or counterpart funds. Missions are reluctant or unable to accept responsibility 
for continuing or new Title I1 development programs if the needed financial resources are 
not provided to manage them. Continuing reductions in the OE budget plus the legislative 
requirement that does not allow USAID to reject otherwise acceptable PVO proposals 
further complicates this. However, with the increased monetization of Title I1 resources, 
it would appear reasonable that some of these or other local currencies could be allotted 
for the hiring of local technical and administrative staff. 

While it may seem logical to many that more USAID staff should be devoted to Title I1 
non-emergencv activities. given its increasing role as a development resource. that has 
not been the case in recent years. At the same time, the PVOs have become more 
prominent in development generally especially in countries where USAID has 
reduced its staffs to the bare minimum or actually closed its Missions. These facts of 
reduced USAID staff coverage plus the PVOs' creditable track record in administering 
Title I1 activities argue for more reliance on PVOs in Title I1 development programs. If 
one assumes further that Title I1 appropriations are more likely to be a constant 
development resource because of continued domestic US.  political support and that the 
PVO community will continue to conduct effectively its operations around the world, . . 
t e 2  :r wccid 2 > ~ c c .  r e x o x b k  t!m ::Crl!D shcdd xijust its style of oceratioi? by 
working in a more collaborative way with these PVOs and delegate more operational 
flexibilitv to them. 

6 .  Observ~tions with Regard to Food for Peace Cooperating ~ ~ o n s o r s '  

The rauid growth of monetization or sales of food aid resources in the Title I1 non- 
emergency program by cooperating sponsors (from approximately 18% in 1994 to over 
62% in 1999) is one of the nos t  impocant trends and complex challenges facing the 

* See List of Contacts (Annex C) for the names of the individual cooperating sponsors in the PVO 
community referred to in this section. 
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Food for Peace program. This trend is essentially driven by two factors: (a) the objec:i.i:s 
set forth in USAID's Food Aid and Food Security Policy, i.e.. increasing agriculture 
production and household food security in poor, food deficit countries; inter aha. in 
pursuit of these objectives, cooperating sponsors, with USAID support, find cash rather 
than food aid to be a more effective and less cumbersome resource to manage in 
developing the poor's capabilities to improve their own lives; and (b) the lack of dollar 
grant suppon for food aid program operations, management, and accountability systems 
for institutional feeding of vulnerable groups. 

Concurrently, monetization offers cooperating sponsors, host governments and USAID 
extraordinary opportunities to support the liberalization of markets, meet seasonal 
shortfalls of specific commodities, stabilize prices of basic food commodities and target 
the consumption of the food to vulnerable groups by selling the commodity, at affordable 
prices, to the urban and rural poor, i.e., targeted food sales, which improve food access by 
the poor. There are significant and instructive Title I1 examples to draw on in this regard, 
e.g., the India National Dairy Development Board's "Operation Flood" and its Nonh 
India Oil Seeds Project. 

Monetization also brings with it a myriad of new skill requirements, none more important 
than careful and astute local market analysis, not normally skills found in-house at 
USAID or the PVOs. Effective use of monetization and the sales proceeds to address 
core food security objectives can be found in selected countries, like Mozambique, where 
cooperating sponsors and the USAID Mission pool their collective efforts in group 
monetization. 

The trend toward increased monetization by cooperating sponsors and USAID has raised 
strong objections from some U.S. food processors, who have long supported and 
benefited from Title I1 direcr feeding programs, which have utilized processed foods. In 
some cases, these groups have the support of members of Congress, who represent those 
states or districts where their commodities are grown andor processed. PL 480 has long 
enjoyed the support of  Congress because it not only serves the interest of some influential 
constituents, but also responds to giooa .,ungc:, a cause broadly supported by the 
American people. 

4 cumber of PVOs have yFre?se.! yy-,~:- w;f4 .>:L1+ *I--., '--1:a--= I- '-a 1 rC ! In-- --.:-:-. 

ambitious eiforts to measure results in Title I1 activities, particularly in those countries, 
which lack capacity to participate in the evaluation. The cooperating sponsors are 
especially concerned in cases where food aid has not been fully integated with other 
uSriiG asslsrance resources, in accordance with the Agency's Food Aid and Food 
Security Policy paper. Other PVOs feel that the results pendulum has swung too far, and 
that USXID%proposed perfomacce indicators arc nor aiways redistic 2nd reasonaoic io 
expect glven al~ricult rield conditions. In this respect there is sometimes confusion 
whether or not PVO should report on the performance of their specific program activities 
or on USAID's objectives. On the other hand, a recent survey by the FACG of 
cooperating sponsors in four countries on "Reported Burdensome Information 
Requirements", related to data collection for evaluation and monitoring, indicated that 
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most coopeating sponsors did net F i d  the cew data collection responsibilities excessive. 
Nonetheless, the consultants believe that cooperating sponsors should only report on 
performance indicators for the activities that they design and implement. 

However, still others expressed concern over what they consider to be too frequent policy 
and program changes in the Title II program, which have tended to cause confusion in 
USAID and the PVO communities, both in the field and at their headquarters, requiring 
respezive staffs to seek ccnfmation about the prevaiiing sine cra ccn. F3r -.::axpie, the 
debate and disagreement over monetization procedures were difficult for many. Finally, 
while not part of this assessment, there is also some discontent in the PVO community 
over the lower accounting and results standards for Title II resources provided to WFP 
projects as contrasted with the more rigorous standards required of PVOs. Chart 9 below 
shows the allocation of FFP resources between WFP and PVO programs. 

Chart 9. Breakdown of WFP and PVO Funding 

ER and DP, FY99 

Note: Totals do not include ZiiZie) 

Many of the cooperating PVOs claimed that the FFP Office and some Missions had a 
propensity to micro-manage programs. One astutz PVO executive (with previous xnior 
USAID manqement experience) observed that paradoxically. with the decrease in the 
numbers of FFP staff in Washington and overseas, micro-management seemed to 
increase in some cases. The fact that a number of PVOs, which have been designing and 
implementing food aid programs and working in partnership with USAID (or its 
predecessors) since the passage of PL 480 in 1954, makes it difficult to understand why 
USAID cannot or will n.ot allow these PVOs to assume greater managerial responsibility 
for the Title I1 non-emergency programs. The PVOs and others advocate more of a 
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working pamership- akin to the level of responsibiiity and trust extended by LiSAlD to 
the WFP and to cooperating sponsors in USDA's Food for Progress program. 

There is clear consensus in the PVO community that the USDA's Food for Progress 
program is more user friendly, with less demanding paperwork requirements, than the 
USAID Food for Peace deve!opent progrm. Eat! are subject to similar, rigorous 
accounting and auditing requirements, as reflected in Regulation 11 and OMB Circular 
1 - ? - A  T"- "ri F,cT, ,4;<:ey",.o k.r,>:=.a- 4.- --:,. - - .g?zTq . . 

. . .  3 ........ -.+? -espect to p a ~ e r ~ o r k .  is 
the more rigorous monitoring and results oriented evaluation requirements of the USAID 
program. However, while acknowledging that USAID and USDA have different 
mandates, many of the PVOs do not fully understand how such similar food aid pro,  rams 
can be so different in terms of volume of paperwork, emphasis on results, logistical and 
monetization reporting and, most importantly, professional rapport and customer 
orientation. 

PVO cooperating sponsors had differing views regarding the FFP Office's policy of 
delegating more authority to the field. Some PVOs welcomed the opportunity to work 
more closely with those on the ground, who bener understood local conditions and tlme 
frames for results. Others were more concerned that their Title I1 development projects 
would either be "shoehorned" into DA-like categories or subordinated in USAID Mission 
strategies. There was also concern that this policy would neglect to build on the 
comparative advantage of PVOs at developing programs at the grassroots level versus 
USXil's ofcen more macro-development approach to programs of national consequence. 
A PVO project or proposal may not always fit neatly into a USAID Mission's strategic 
objective (s), but still meet all the guidelines in USAID's Food Aid and Food Security 
Policy paper and existing law. Finally, there was the inevitable question of differing 
vlews by personalities in Missions versus the PVOs reprdinz Title I! " _ e . i c y ~ r  
priorities or program management. An example is the Mission rejection of the Title I1 
proposal for Malawi, one of the so-called Highly Indebted Poor Countries (WIPCs), even 
though it clearly meets USAID's definition of a poor, food deficit country. 

To illustrate one of rhe above points, BER's docmecz: :~.szzssxer,t of ?Ljsicil Readiness 
for Re-Delegation of Authority for Title I1 Food Aid Development Program demands a 
level of effort by USAID Missions in Title I1 programs which appears unrealistic given 
USAID's continuing staff a116 OE budget cms, not to mentior. 4: inc;zzi:g x d e r  ;L 
countries where USAID has no presence at all. For example, the Assessment asks the 
Mission to oversee the repackaging and re-labeling of commodities and to review and 
approve any repackaging costs over $500. These are the types of pro forma requirements 
which should be best lefi. to cooperating sFonsors, wirh the Missions cancentradng on 
major issues, such as ensuring integration of assistxce resources, assistisg i s  
monetization, and monitoring for realistic results. The more imporiant issue for FFP and 
the Missions is the competence of the cooperating sponsor to fulfill the requirements of 
Regulation 11 under the difficult field conditions, which prevail in the poorest, food- 
deficit countries. 
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7. Conclusions and Recommedations 

There are obviously numerous ways in which to categorize or group these Conclusions 
and Recommendations for ease of implementation. Also, clearly more details are 
desirable in order to facilitate that implementation. Unfortunately, the very limited 
amount of time allowed in this task order as compared with the breadth of the assessment 
did not permit the consultants to go any further than outlined in this stockaking report. 
In addition, the means and sequence of implementation are perhaps best left to USAID 
rl~cisinn-mdwc 

1. USAID Policy Repardine Title I1 Development - There appears to be a lack of clarity 
in USAID at numerous levels about Agency policy regarding Title I1 non-emergency 
programs. Despite the USAID Food Aid and Food Security Policy paper, earlier policy 
statements and periodic reminders (e.g., R4 guidance), many in USAID siill do not seem 
to fully understand the importance of Title I1 as a development resource or the value of 
programmatically integrating Title I1 development and DA resources. In addition. there 
needs to be a better appreciation within USAID of the unique partnership role of PVOs 
and NGOs. Therefore, it is recommended that USAID management send out from the 
highest level a clear message to all Missions and bureaus emphasizing these key points, 
incorporating by reference the previous and operative policy statements and guidance on 
this matter. B H W F P  then needs to follow-up actively on every possible occasion (e.g., 
R4 reviews, Mission Directors' conferences, Mission visits) to provide further 
implementing assistance to these operating units, both overseas and in Washington. 

2. Level of FFPIW Office Staffing -The FFPAN office needs at least two more 
experienced USDH staff especially as Country Backstop Officers. The sheer volume of 
existing logistical work and financial responsibility, the added program tasks that come 
with iee~gineering in redefining resu!ts-xiented Title I1 non-emers-r.c:l zc:i .kks:  t!x 
need for non-presence countries and many USAID field offices to rely more on 
FFPNashington as staff cuts continue to take place in Missions, the complications of 
increased monetization and the time involved in reviewins proposals and coordinating 
relationships with cooperating sponsors all argue for additional FFP staff, especially in 
Washington. Many of these same points ax! others have alre-dy been made in the R4 
reviews and other - for6 but to no avail. While understanding the limits of the Agency's 

oement Operating Expense (0:E) availabilities, it is recommended that BHR and the Mana, . . (>I) 3urem revisit t'lese issues in c&r :> f zd  :vqs :c 2cc rr.cr- 594' x&'m ?SC and 
other contractor staff, especiaiiy for the FFP Development Program Division, in order to 
safeguard USAID's accountability and pursue result-oriented program activities. 
Concurrently, B H W F P  needs to find more innovative ways to achieve the major 
purposes of its mandate, (e.g., permitting Mendez England staff to assume more on-site 
r ~ s p n s i ~ i l i ~ i e s ) .  9 

3. Position FFP/W Work Experience As Career Enhancing - Tie FF? Oifice needs to 
activelv recruit more IJSDH and contractor staff with proven expertise in PL 450. 
monetization, food sec:urity, PVO relationships and reengineering. Because of earlier 
staff cuts and curtailed recruitment, there are now a limited number of employees left in 

FFP SO-2 Resource Management Assessment 35 



the Agency who have a good working knowledge of Title I1 programs, despite the fact 
that the overall Tirle I1 program conrinues to represent 15-20 percent of USAID's 
program resources. This situation, plus the added responsibilities indicated above, could 
lead to increased Agency vulnerability and less than optimum efficiency. It is 
recommended, therefore, that BHR and the M Bureau develop a plan to recruit such more 
qualified Title I1 officers, preferably Foreign Service, at the intern, mid-career and senior 
levels, emphasizing the importance of the Title I1 non-emergency program and its 
mainstream role in a person's career and potential for advancement. 

4. PL 480 Title I1 Training - Related to the above. BHR and the M Bureau need to 
intensify the training in all Title I1 operations for more USAID officers involved in 

1 project management both in Washington and the field. Title I1 is increasingly an 
important resource for activity managers, especially as DA and Title 11 programs become 
integrated and as emergencies continue to occur at a rapid pace around the world. As 

J explained earlier, the addition of reengineering in non-emergency programs, agricultural 
market analysis, monetization and the key role of PVOs requires special understanding 
by USAID employees of all types (USDH, FSN's, PSC's, etc.). In this regard, once 

1 USAID has reemphasized the role of Title 11, training in Title I1 should be provided as 
part of new employee orientations and in conjunction with the planned revival of the 
project implementation course. Therefore, it is recommended that more USAID staff 

1 become "certified" in Title I1 operations through more frequent training. 
ii 

5. Possible Reorganization - - Because reorganizations can be so disruptive and 

1 r::cr:si-it, 2 2  :xsuitant team is not recommending any iarge-scaie changes ar this rime. 
ciearly there are many ways (e.g., geographical) in which to adjust FFP and other BHR 
functions in order to try to maximize efforts z ~ d  im?rove coordination. However, it was . . . . .  1 pointed out several times to the team thL. -_. . . . ._ - _  . _ - ..~:iieved if the M 
Bureau's Office of Transportation, virtually all of whose work involves handling FFP and 
OFDA shipments, were relocated to BHR in order to eliminate inter-office paperwork 
clearances, etc. Therefore, it is recommended that BHR and M work out the details to 
implement such a move in the foreseeable future. 

6. Delepations of Authority - The consultants were unable (due to funding and time 
constraints) to explore the full range of advantages and constraints to the field delegations 
at the Mission level, e.g. differences between LAC and AFR Missions. However, the 
Food for Peace Of5ce h o d ?  be ccxizede:', f ~ i  i:s : : c S  ? f 5 ~ s  to de!egzk xore Title 
I1 authority to Missions, as one means ai'omer inregraring ilA and Title ii programs, 
empowering Missions and trying to decrease the workload in Washington. The process, 
however, seems to be very time consuming and encumbered with details. Also, while 
respecting legal requirements about obiigational authoriry, the delegations are only 
pwLid, affefting Previously Approved Activities (P.4.4'~) end not new Develoument 
Activity Proposals (DM'S) or even Concept Papers. In addition, there is some 
uncertainty among PVO partners about exactly how well these delegations will actually 
work on the ground. Finally, there does not appear to be a clear consensus in FFPiW and 
the Missions about which tasks will be transferred to the delegated Missions and the 
residual work to remain in Washington. Accordingly, it is recommended that FFP/W 
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complete as soon as possible any further delegations planned, specify the responsibilities 
that are ziven u~ in Washineton and trarsferred to the field. and use these delegations as 
pilots totest th; possibilities for additional delegations in the future and to make any 
modifications based on actual experience. PVO partners, USAID regional bureaus and 
Missions should be consulted in the process. 

7. Regional Bureaus - In a number of countries Title I1 programs are becoming more 
prominent in relative size, some are integrated into Mission programs and others in non- 

, . .,.- c--- - C T T  Q ----,.-:A --":+"-"* -e \A:?*:,.-- . * - :  - , .>  
pL'C>~f i cC ~ . l j l l f i i i i ~ S  ;liZ uI- ~ L A ~ ~ ~ L ~ ~ J  r ~ i r l l  .,- r.r r-rrruArr.r --.- .-.-- -.. _r__rr.r.-r -.,....._-- 
to phase down and out. In still other cases of regional Missions or Mission "twinning", 
more responsibilities are added to Mission staffs for the monitoring of Title I1 programs 
in those and other countries. While mid-level staff in those regional bureaus are well 
aware of these conditions, it was not at all clear that all senior managers (Assistant 
Administrators, DAAs) in the regional bureaus filly appreciated these workload factors 
in making decisions about OE and FTE levels for Missions. It is recommended, therefore, 
that senior staff play a more pro-active role in allocating scarce OE and FTEs for Title I1 
in a manner which gives priority to the programmatic integration of DA and Title I1 
resources. Also, there needs to be more exchanges of information and active 
participation in program reviews among FFP, Missions and the regional bureaus at all 
levels. 

8. Title I1 Paperwork -- As in any bureaucracy, the Title I1 program moves on paperwork. 
U!mever, t k r z  q?pezs to be .̂!I ir.crc'-irere anol:nt of lengthy proposals and other 
documents when proposing Title I1 non-emergency activities and submitting reports. 
This is a huge workload burden for the PVOs and USAID alike, and is contrary to the 
paperwork reduction prescripts urged by the Congress and the General Accounting Office 
(GAO). Accordinnlv. ii L A;L,Ar,l.c&i that the FFP Office review its o~erational .. - ,  

guidelines and reporting requirements in order to cgt subs~antially processing time as well 
as the length and number of docunients and reports now required. USDA's Food for - 
Progress proposal, reporting procedures and guidelines may serve as a useful model in 
this are-. USA!D's compliance re~oriing wit!: OW3 Circ??!ar A-!33 should also be 
rzvie7ve.l with r-ferex: to curer?  rz~crrir?? requirements. Follow-on studies are needed 
in this specific regard. 

9. The Role of PVOs & NGOs -The PVO/NGO community is an essential partner in the 
-. , .- . . ,  .. . 
~ i i i e  11 iioii-aiieig<.:~':; :3:1.:1::2s 25 -:PI. 1s :n ?+er USAID-funded programs m.d the 
economic and social development sphere as a whole. This partnership has a long and 
proud history as PVOs have labored both alongside USAID and alone in many parts of 
the world in often very difficult circumstances. As cooperating sponsors, PVOs, 
therefore, hgve a special relationship with USAID both individually and through such 
usehi - rora as the FACG. -Wiie uley are me impiemmting organizations in many USG- 
h d e d  programs, PVOs are also the initiators and architects of such activities, injecting 
their own resources and creativity. Because the PVO relationship is cooperative and not 
contractual, PVOs should not be confused with contractors, where USAID hai a more 
directive and finite relationship. It is recommended that this important distinction be 
emphasized to new and current USAID staff, many of whom either do not fully 
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understard this partnership role of PVOs/NGOs or, pressed for time and short-staffed, 
attempt to treat PVOs like contractors. USAID cannot afford to lose the suppofi of PVOs 
in the Title I1 program or in many other areas. Also, USAID should strive to build a 
stronger partnership with PVOs/NGOs via informal and formal conferences and 
workshops, stressing joint reviews of overall goals and objectives, including regional 
bureau staff and outside participants with expertise in food aid. 

10. Working Relationship with PVOs -Having said the above and in light of the PVOs' 
long experience with development programs in many areas, USAID should accept the 
reality of a more cooperative approach in monitoring PVO Title I1 activities. Once 
agreement has been reached on the design of the program, and given USAID's other 
management burdens with reduced staff, FFPJW and the Missions should allow the PVOs 
more operating 2e;:ibility to irnplexr.: :he agx-d y o n  programs on the ground, 
monitoring progress through the review of agreed upon reports, audits and periodic joint 
field visits. Creative approaches, such as multiyear block grants to PVOs in integrated 
programs, should also be explored and encouraged by both USAID and the PVO 
community. Therefore, it is recommended that BHR, especially FFPJW, develop a means 
to implement this modified approach to Title 11, PVO program monitoring. Candid 
exchanges of views with cooperating sponsors about USAID's oversight responsibilities 
and their application in countries where there is no USAID presence, minimal presence 
and fully staffed Missions would be highly instructive. Participation by regional bureau, 
Inspector General and USDA staff would help build consensus on the issue of oversight. 

11. Monitoring and Evaluation - Consistent with the Agency-wide commitment to 
managing for results, it is eminently reasonable and good business for USAID to insist on 
showing results in the use of food assistance under Title I1 non-emergency programs. 
That is also the mandate given to USAID by the Congress and the Executive branch of 
A- ...- TTcC-. - - Give? the!: vi" p f e s s i o ~ ~ !  c~edentials. most PVOs recognize and auureciate 
this requirement and are cooperating closely with USAID in seeking to improve-~itle I1 
evaluation criteria. However, Title Ii is inherently different than DA and does not need 
to be treated in exactly the same way. Also, there are often serious disagreements 
regarding the level of cieraii needed, desirable or reaiisric in aerzmining Lne mosr 
appropriate performance indicators, particularly in some of the more impoverished 
countries, often requiring considerable USAID and PVO staff time and expense to 
resolve. It is recommended, therefore, that USAID Missions and FFPJW give priority to 
the re-examination of what constitutss realistic performance reporting requirement and 
address performance dara collecrion in the context of what PVOsii\iGOs need for 
managing their own field activities. USAID Missions and F F P N  should also provide 
more performance monitoring and measurement training, perhaps in a workshop setting, 
so that USAID, PVOs and host governments can gain needed evaluation experience in 
deccr.~t?-tkg ~ P Z E ! ? ~  1 d e r   tit!^ !! E(! their potential contribution to local and national 
improvement of household food security and agricultural productivity and agricultural 
market analysis. 

.. 

12. Better Understandins of Monetiz.ition - While monetization has become increasingly 
prominent, it is still not well understood by members of Congress. Therefore, it is 
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reconrneded that USAID's BHR and the External Affairs Bureau and the PVO 
community, at the highest possible levels, shore up collaboratively their efforts at 
educating key members of Congress and special interest groups as to the preference for 
monetization over the use of food aid for feeding programs. If this is not done and done 
quickly, the Title I1 program is likely to lose support from some important public and 
private constituencies. 

13. llanaging Monetization Complexities - Recent experiences with the :rowing number 
of monetization transacrions have served to underline the risks and com~lexitv of large " 
monetization transactions in particular. This is a technical field in which USAID and 
PVOs alike are not well qualified to manage. Therefore, the Berger-Checchi team 
recommends that cooperating sponsors and USAID intensify their efforts to engage 
USDA, FAM and, if necessary, one of the large international accounting and auditing 
firms to assist in technically advising on managing such transactions. USAIDNSDA 
sponsored regional workshops on monetization should be given high priority, 
incorporating Food for Peace's experience in India with the North India Oil Seeds 
Project, Operation Flood, the more recent workshop in Mali (April 7-9, 1999) on 
monetization in the West Africa region, and Food for Progress case studies on 
monetization projects, which have improved the poor's access to markets. 

14. Food for Progress -. While accepting the differences, there are clearly many 
similarities in process and substance in USDA's Food for Progress and USAID's Title I1 
non-emergency programs. For that reason, it would appear to be highly beneficial to all 
concerned to compare paperwork and reporting needs, workforce requirements, the 
management and use of information, the computerization of systems and the exchange of 
information, incIuding successful techniques in creating a more customer friendly 
environment via: 1) annual pre-proposal conferences with all cooperating sponsors; 2) 
-.,-< 2:.:-. a>-:-:  - - - -  1.: --.-- - 
L.l, ,. . . L ~ ~  ,--. L~..-...,.L ...=, -.c! 2 )  r-.:ie..v 35 frx~11~?.t!-i askc? ques:iccs "cvt the 
program. Therefore, it is recommended that the ~ d o d  fo; Peace Office review and 
consider adopting some of the positive features and lessons learned in the Food for 
Progress Drogram while sharine its Title 11 emeriences and data with USDA. 

15. PVO Program Coordination - There are several other USAID units which work 
closely with the same set of PVOsNGOs, three of which offices (FFP-ER, OFDA, PVC) 
are also in the same bureau, BHR (see Annex F). However, according to USAID and 
PVO comments, there often apFears to be minimal coordination a d  resource integration 
among these offices with respect to Titie 11, intemationai disasrer assisiance (iDI\), anu 
DA resource integration (e.g., child survival). There would also appear to be 
opportunities to standardize procedures, complement activities, experiment with modiiied 
and creative approaches (e.g., block grants) and achieve other efficiencies and synergies 
across officks. Everyone in USAID and the PVOiXGO community would welcome such 
an initiative. Therefore, it is recommended that the BHR Program Office (PPE) take the 
lead with the other BHR offices concerned and the PVONGO community in establishing 
a pilot program by which such coordination could be tested, taking note of prior 
experiences, and, if positive, extend this to a wide range of development activities, such 
as micro-enterprise and child survival. 
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16. Local Currency Support - In a number of Missions, the termination of available 
counterpart funds or other local currency generations will seriously affect USAID's 
management ability to monitor Title I1 activities. It is recommended. therefore. that 
BHR. M and the General Counsel's (GC) office explore ways by which monetization 
proceeds from Title I1 or some other source can be used more to fill this deficit. BHR 
and the regional bureaus should also explore whether a revised Title 111 program mlght be 
311 i_cl_cl_i!inna! source of local currency su~oor t  . . for PVONGO Title I1 develoument 
activities in key countries, e.g., Haiti and Bangladesh. 

17. Host Countq Partnership - -The role played by host-country entities, governmental 
and non-governmental, in the planning and implementation of Title I1 programs is critical 
to their sustainability. Therefore, it is recommended that USAID Missions and 
cooperating sponsors intensify their efforts to engage host country entities in the planning 
and management of Title I1 development programs, particularly host government - 
ministries with sectoral responsibifities r ehed  to agriculture and health. thereby bringing 
the Title I1 resources into the budget and planning considerations of the host government 
and other donors. 

18. Future Food Aid Assessments -Throughout this stocktaking of only Title I1 
development activities, the consultant team found it difficult to fully assess conditions 
because of the intricate &ansition relationships with Title I1 emergency programs. Also, 
while the team tried to talk to as many recently returned Foreign Service officers as 
possible in a limited time frame, there is concern that a strictIy Washington focus does 
not do justice to more of the Missions' concerns. Therefore, USAID should seriously 
consider a broader look at how it manages all food aid activities from the field and 
Washington perspectives alike, giving highest priority to policy decisions and guidance . - . . - - . , . . 
ici Licie ceyepF,yAt5~ pi sgzLTA ;z :;-z ;-ciq f;,.~-,~==-:- --..---:=< ..: ,, :*!. ......- -.- *- .. 
minimal USAID presence as its highest priority. 

19. Follow On Studies -The assessment team identified a number of needed studies or 
assessments beyond the confines of this scope of work. These related to: 

0 FFP Office paperwork flow; 
a more detailed comparison of USAID'S Title I1 and USDA's Food for 
Progress processes; 

, =m.~*. .-. . :-- .A+.~.c~ .-,. sf  tit!^ !! ~'maoement  rq~irernezts  iz =on-presence x d  - 
limited presence countries; 
TX+I 5r;!rl?nn - fnr h.ns?-mi~trl, hstituticns fnr Ct!e 11 ?ro?rams: and 
streamlining compliance reponing: 
develop plan to encourage the operational integration of Title I1 development 
and DA resources at the Washington and Ivfission levels. 

It is recommended that BHR commission further analyses and management 
recommendations in these areas. 
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ANNEXES 
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Annex A: Final FFP SO-2 Resource Management Assessment Scope of Work 

The P.L.480 Title I1 food aid program in fiscal year 1998 was valued 
at $837 million, comprising nearly 20 percent of the Agency's 
resources, excludi.nq economic support funds. This resource is 
managed with a fraction of the staff and support services available 
to dollar-supported programs. Each year, with a Washington office 
staff of about forty persons, and a sparse network of staff in fieid 
missions, the Title I1 program provides millions of tons of P.L 480 
Title I1 food aid for emergencies and non-emergency purposes. The 
non-emergency portion alone consists of 67 programs in 24 countries 
that reach over twenty million of the poorest people in the poorest 
areas of the wcrll. 

Numerous improvements and radical changes have been made in the 
Title I1 food assistance since the 1990 Farm Bill was passed; it 
refocused the food aid program on the food security of the poor and 
set the stage for higher quality programs. Among the changes it 
called for was the transformation of the non-emergency program from 
a food distribution program, with principal concern with logistics 
and food accountability, to a program directed to designing and 
evaluating sustainable food security impacts on the most food 
insecure countries. 

Also, this legislation recognized the long-standing division between 
food aid programs, supported under P.L.480, and development 
assistance programs, supported under the Foreign Assistance Act. 
Congress proposed. to remedy the negative aspects of this separation 
by strongly encouraging the integration of food aid programs into 
the sustamwie aevelopmenc goais anc councry programs 02 ihs 
Agency. 

In the 1990s, these legislative directions have been operationalized 
throuch USAID's Food Aid and Food Security Policy Paper and the Food 
fcr Peace Office's emergency and non-emergency (development) 
strategic objectives. The second strategic objective (SO-2) was 
=-=-'": - - - - - - - -=' - . . - 7 - 7  - ?<r=?c-=.! ?? r??.r=l.cqer.t -~:r?csen. o r  other non- - 
emergency uses of food aid, implementd largely through 10-20 U.S. 
private yoluntary organizations (PVOs), which function as 
cooperating sponsors (CSs) of food aia ii2id programs. Gder a 
reengineered food aid program, the 50-2 team has provided technical 
support and clear and timely program guidance that has helped its 
cooperating sponsors to define and meet measurable food security 
objectives, particularly improvements in household nutrition and 
agricultural productivity. 
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A>t>ccc : l  ;:lesr =erar"&12 :>lrcs k2.E 2c=c~.nlis*~c, t1r.e C.2-2 - - 
team is increasingly unable to implement its food security strategy 
while satisfying the often conflicting demands of legislative 
mandatgs, the management and logistic needs of USAID's field 
missions, and USAI13's monitoring and reporting requirements, 
including the annual Results Review and Resources Request (R4). 
Budgetary responses to the increasing demands of the program's 
transformation have been meager. Over the past several years there 
5.5 k ~ ~ r ?  ? -r=?i.? turcover of rank and file personnel in the 
Washington office that may be the result of increasins management 
workload as programs have become more numerous and more complex. 

Partly to ease the management burden and to meet the wider objective 
of integration of the food aid program into country and regional 
programs, the FFP Office has vigorously attempted to delegate food 
aid program decisions to the field missions. However, the status 
and management implications of the integration and delegation effort 
are not fully understood. A serious concern is that integration and 
delegation have oc:curred in parallel to the overall downsizing of 
USAID's overseas presence. Mission staffs have been cut 
substantially while PVO food programs have remained undiminished. 
Missions have closed, and programs have continued under the regional 
responsibilities of nearby countq missions. 

In short, the Title I1 non-emergency program has reached tne poliic 
where stocktaking is needee. Xhere does the program stand in 
relation to country and regional development programs? What are the 
changing management demands on the missions and the Washington staff 
becacse of the c k n ~ e s  c' =?-s TiZZe II rcn-emercency program in 
1990s? 

Objective: To investigate the changes that have occurred in non- 
emergency Title I1 food aid programmins during i h a  i53GS for the 
purpose of responding to the following cruestions: 

1. What changes have occurrad in the workload of personnel managing 
the Title 11 non-emergency programs resulting from strategies 
flowin9 from the food aid 2 ~ 5  fcce ==-..-'-y - - - - - - - ? - l < r ~ v  - - -  r=:e17 

'c"=- ' -3--? bee- +he -ff?c'.s cf ree~aineerinu of the program to - .  - - -. - - - . 
manage for food security results? Consider this in the light of the 
downsizing of USAID and the increasing number of non-presence 
countries. 

'-4 
3. How does the Title I1 development program compare with project 
food aid managemont'in the USDA Food for Progress Program with PVOs? 

4. How extensively and how well have Title I1 food aid programs been 
integrated into the Agency's country and regional strategies? 
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. _ _ I T _  _ .. 5.What staff and supporc recpireme.?cs a;= nee& 1.1 v z - 2 ~  NZS:~~Z~:CZ 
and in USA13 missi~cs ts sa:laf:c:crll:r iqlement the program in 
view of the changes in USAID policy and procedures, since the early 
1990s? Recognizing that staff increases in FFP and or the field will 
be difficult to achieve, what other specific, feasible 
recommendations should be considered? 

Analytical Require- 

Independently and not as an agent of the U.S. Government, the 
contractor shall perform the following tasks. 

1. pertaining to questions 1 and 2 above, determine changes in food 
aid work requirements since 1992 due to its modified policy, 
strategy and reengineered management: 

a. Review the Title I1 budget trends, the number, and the 
average sizes and regional distribution of Title 11 non- 
emergency field programs. 

b. Assess the major changes in programs that have resulted from 
reengineering, food aid policy changes, and the GAO audit of 
1993. What are the operational tasks related to those 
fl .L : - - - . .  - Lz Wes4izctcr. ZZT' I? SISAID missions? Exyess this 'Ln 
terms of the balance between ioglsclcs ana fooa accsii-xr;;;lty 
on the one hand and design and performance monitoring 
oversight 011 the other. 

- - 
c. Describe the trenls In sza:; azt 2rxjram s.i;;crT. z?sCurces 
for FFP programs in the FFP Office in Washington and in USP.12 
missions. 

d. Describe the trends that have taken place with FFP's 
Cooperating Sponsors, e.g., size, number and length of grants; 
number of CSs; changes in responsibilities; changes in 
institutional capacity. In the search for improved 
efficiencies, cbe csEtractor will also briofly review the 
increasins insciz~~zi;;lal a ; r c l r y  of C P F s  ;.2c^rsz2:iz5 
Sponsors. The purpose of this review is to determine if there 

. . 
' - . - . = :  - -  - -  --- - -  -L- ..,-.. -,--c,--.m are pocenclai pra<i,,a, .L.bL I -..- 1.. -.._ -.-. - - 

is administered with Cooperating Sponsors (CSs) which would 
recihce the demand on F? and USAID field staff without 
sacrificing quality. (Contract resources will limit tne extenc 
of analysis of FFP'S CSs.) 

e. What has been the impact of making Title 11 doc7mentation 
and tracking more similar to DA funded activities, such as the 
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rrse of standard grant document and formats that are integrated 
with the NMS? 

f. Estimate the adequacy of USAID sEaff in relation to the 
changing resource management requirements. 

2. Pertainin? to question 3, ComFare the Title I1 program resource 
management with the USDA Food for Progress project food ald program 
(The level of effort on this comparison is expected to be minimal 
ana mvoive no iraia c r a v s - .  / : 

a. How do the purposes of this program compare with Title I1 in 
terms of sustainable food security, household nutrition, and 
capacity building objectives? 

b. How well cloes this program account for commodities and 
development results compared to the Title I1 program? What are 
the approval documentation, reporting requirements, cost 
recovery requirements, degree of monetization, and other 
management characteristics? 

c. What lessons can be learned by Title I1 from the Food for 
Progress program, including how they interact with PVOs and 
International Organizations? 

3 .  Pertaining to question 4 ,  investigate the management 
implications of integration of food aid programs into country and 
regional strategies: 

a. Analyze the Tltle 11 program management in countries where 
the PVO food aid activities are integrated into the USAID 
mission's strategy and operations, giving special atte~tioi? to 
- - - - .- - = ,,,,,,;-s where program managemen: has beer. delesate?. by 
Washington tz T>e missions. Assess the nature and types of 
integration in terms of the following: 

I. The mission's strategic objectives and performance indicators. 

11. The proportion or the mission buaget composed of fscd aid. 

111. The degree to which aeclslons regaralng new ana on-goiq Tic;= 
Ii activities have been delecated. ' 
IV. The numbers and types of mission staff dedicated to the 
management of the programs. 

V. The work requirements for the Mission and the Washington FFP 
staff needed to facilitate integration. 

--- - 
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b. Contrast Title I1 program management in the above countries 
with countries where USAiD has a mission but a poorly in~egrated 
Title IT program, using the line of inquiry in ' a" ai;cve. 

c. Contrast the program in the above types of countries with the 
Title I1 program in those countries where USAID does not have a 
mission, usicg the line of inquiry in ' a" above. How well are 
the programs integrated in relevant regional strategies? 

4. Pertaining to question 5, recommend staff and program support in 
USAID Washington and in USAID missions, given the current management 
and strategic vision. Alternatively, taking staff and proaram 
support as a given, consider changes in management and strategy: 

a. What staff and technical requirements are minimally required 
to support the sustainable food security thrust of Title I1 food 
aid? 

b. What are the special staff and support requirements for well- 
integrated programs in delegated and non-delegated missions? For 
poorly integrated programs? For programs in non-presence 
countries? 

c. What management innovations might be necessary to ease the 
staff burden, within the currenc ieveis of staff and program 
support? Consider the practicality of such changes as new 
management structures ar~d approaches. 

d. With present staff and program support, consider policy 
changes in terms of narrower FFP Office roles and 
responsibilities, modifications in the Title I1 strategic plan, 
food security policy or other Agency policy. 

Suggested Methods 

1. Reports: Program, policy and results documentation from 
Washington and the pertinenc mzsszons. For cne wasnzngcon assessiacii - 
the most important reporcs are the Food Aid and. Zoo6 Sscuriiy ;cIi;y 
Paper, the FFP Office strateg, and the annual Resource Review and 
Resource Requests (R4s) for 50-2. For the mission assessment the 
most important are the R4s from the missions managing the bulk of 
Title I1 non-eme:rgency food aid programs, such as India,-Bangladesh, 
Peru, Bolivia, a d  ' Ethiopia (See attached reference list). 
Reports from the EC and USDA programs should also be reviewed. 
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Program Data: The rood Lor Pezce information Syscem cracks aii TiL:* 
I1 fmc! and dollar bucigets for each country and each field activity. 

2. Key Informant Interviews: Discussions with FFP office managers 
and office staff, past and present, regional bureau and mission food 
aid backstop officers, and the mission staff managing programs (by 
phone), and key staff of the cooperating sponsors. Ir'.terviews 
'.+'h:- - . . . -. . F?? w i l l  ~ l s o  inclucle FFP suuuorting contract~rs and 
. - . - . - - - . - - - - - - - . . - . - - - . . . - - .  - - . . .  . .  ------------ - = , = .  4 . ; ---- - - - - ,  =-, --.:-, :.--,-.-. " - ' -  z -  - A - - - -  . - - 
Interviews will also be held with BHR management, staff in the BHR 
Program Office, and in the Office of Private and Voluntary 
Cooperation, the latter primarily with regards to capacity 
strengthening of Cooperating Sponsors. USDA staff may also be 
interviewed with regard to the Food for Progress Program. 
information on the European Commission food aid program is expected 
to come from phone interviews with key persons at the EC and from 
FFP staff. 

Relationshios and Responsibilities 

The project will be managed by Checchi-Berger Program Performance 
Monitoring and Evaluation Contract in coordination with the Agency 
working group chaired by Tom Marchione, Program Analyst in the 
Office of Program, Policy and Evaluation, Bureau for Humanitarian 
Response (202-712-1645). 

Performance Period 

On or about July 23-Septs+er ii 

Suggested Report Outline 

The report narrative should be not longer than 40 pages. It may 
contain the following sections : (1) Executive Summary, (2) Report 
Objective, (3) Major changes in the Title I1 proqram since 1992, (4) 

. . - ;:;az,-es i2 vcr:cl=a.l req<lrerz-.ts i2  !ia-.hing',or a=- 1: 2; I l e l d ,  (5) 

Status and constra.ints of integration of Title I1 into field 
missions, (6) Comparison of Title I1 resource management with 
--- ------- -= mcnn c,,A s-- DI~CLDEC D T . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  (71 Ch;inci.qo 
L * ,  r- ., - - - . - - - - - - - - - - > - - - - - - - 
workforce and support requirements in relation to workload changes, 
( 8 )  Observations with regard to FFP's Cooperating Sponsors, ( 9 )  
Recommendations. 

The report may contain appendices, e.g., charts and graphs that 
demonstrate changes quantitatively. 

FFP 5'0-2 Resource Management Assessment 47 

i 



Swmit a work plan ard revised report outiine to Tcm Mazchloce 
BHR/PPE 7 calendar days afcer the commencement of the ccntract. 

Submit a draft rtpor; 30 calecdar 2ays after the commencement of the 
contract, and present the results of the study orally to BHR 
management and FFP and PPE staff. 

Staff Requirements - 

Two specialists are required for this study: 

Development Management Specialist: Strong capacity to objectively 
assess staff and support requirements of USAID programs in general. 
Such a person should have direct experience in managing and 
analyzing programs in USAID at the highest management ievels in 
missions with food aid programs, in USAID Washington or both. 

Food Security and Food Aid Specialist: Fully conversant with food 
security concepts h ~ d  the management of Title I1 U.S. food 
assistance program. This person could be a former employee of USAID 
who worked intimately with the Title I1 food aid program, or a 
person from the I?VO community, who has extensive experience with 
Title I1 food aid programs in the field. 

The contract team should insure it would independently compile and 
report the supporting data for the required analytical tasks. 

If required, the team might make limited resort to expertise in 
workforce analysis and food. security programming. 

Level of Effort 

Food Security and Food Aid Speciaiist: 20 days 

Support: 12 days 

~eferenck List (Incom~lete. To be surmlemented by the Working GrouR) 

World Food Day Reports, FY 1991-1995. 

Annual Food Assistance Reports, FY 1996-1999 

USAID Food Aid and Food Security Policy Paper 
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USAID/BHR, " Strategic Plan," October 15, 1995. 

USAID/BHR/FFP, ' Strategic Plan," August 1, 1997. 

USAID/BHR/FFP, SO-2 Results Reviews azd Resource Requests, FY 1599- 
FY 2001. 

USAID/BHR/FFP, " P.L.480 Title I1 Guidelines for FlscaL Year i u u G  
Program Proposals," December 9, 1998. 

USAID ' Strategic Plan," September 1997 

USAID, Country and Regional Program Results Reviews and Resource 
Requests (Most recent from Title I1 countries). 

U.S. General Accounting Office, ' Management Improvements Are Needed 
to Achieve Program Objectives" , July 1993. 

PL 480, Food for Progress and related statutes of the agricultural 
legislation in 1990 and 1996. 

BHR/PPE, ' BHR Management of Funds Com~ared to Other Bureaus, 1593- 
2000" , 1999 (Draft). 

USATD/EHR/FFP, - Fical Budaets 1-992-1998. Food for Peace Information 
System. 



Annex B: Finn1 Work PIan -PL 4YU Tirle 11 ~oz -ho r :?zc : i  ?.?EOLITC: 4Ianagement 
Assessment 

Under the Checchi-Louis Berger International joint venture IQC, two short-term consultants, 
viz., Dennis Chandler and Charles Sykes, have been proposed by the contractor and selected 
by USAID for twenty days of work each. Joyjit Deb Roy, LBII. will provide ten days of 
work in support of this assessment. 

Work began on July 27, 1999, using USAID's draft scope of work. The scope of work was 
finalizedkter discussions with the team and all stakeholders on August 2. 1999. 

Time Line for Assignment 

I TIMELINE 
1. Finalize Scope of Work by day 5. / By August 2 

m n a l i z e  Work Plan by day 6 and submit it to 
I 
I By August 4 

- 
other selkcted informants. 

4. Desk review of relevant policy documents, including P.L.480 I Continuing 

key SOW related interviews with 
USAID (including visiting Mission personnel), USDA, NGO and 

By August 19 

I evaluation documents I 
1 5. Complete anal\sis oiFFP norkiorct rquiremenrs essesrial fcr !3y Xugcs: 2(\ 

and Foreign Aid ~uthor&ation and Appropriations legislation 
and report language, USAID policy and policy guidance, OMB 
A133 with Compliance Guidance, USAID Budget. Planning and 

I USA~D to effectively meet its many responsibilities in the field ( 

through life oj 
contract. 

I 
Missions into draft report I By August 25 

and make oral presentation to-USIUD~BHR by consu1rants 
9. Receive comments back from USAiDlBHR / Ocrober 22 

by day 18. 
7. Submit DRAFT Final Report to BHRTPE by day 20, or 30 

calendar days after the commencement of the contract. 

I 
10. Revlse, iinahze and s u ~ m ~ t  11na1 reporr. presenrlny me ieam s I Y O ~ ~ ~ O ~ T  IL 

findings, conclusions and recommendations regarding the Scope 
of Wckk, taking into account written BHR comments ten days 
after submission of the draft final report and issue the final 
report. 

August 3 1 
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L.S. Ac:n;:; Far 1nterr.xicr.rl Del:e!cpment !~-~S~lD~/M'azhir?0-?on 
Carla Barbiero. Food for Peace (FFP) Officer, USXIDllndia, formeriv Food Aid Coordinator. 

Asia and Near East (ANE) B'urea; 
John Bierke, Office of Personnel, Management (M) Bureau, formerly USAID 

DirectoriSomalia 
Keith E. Brown, Deputy Assistant Administrator (DAA), Africa (AFR) Bureau; formerly ---  .,- -:.. .A-.iT.L:--  .- -.-ilii -:. ::..,,, .;..,,,ia and REDSO Nairo'ci - .  . . - - .- .. - - . . .  
Jon Brause, Chier, Frogram Cpcra~iuri~ UI"ULOII, r r r  "iiiic, uuieiiu i3i ~>iiiiiLii;;iiZii 

Response (BHR) 
Nancy Estes, Regional Food for Peace Oficer, USAIDOAali 
Joseph E. Gettier, Country Backstop Officer, (CBO), West Africa Programs, FFP, BHR 
Ricki Gold, Asia and Near East (ANE) Bureau, formerly FFP 
James Hradsky, Mission Director, USAIDMali 
Michael Korin, Deputy Director, Program Planning and Evaluation (PPE), BHR 
Robert Kramer, Office of Transition Initiatives (OTI), BHR, formerly Director, FFP 
Larry Laird, Program and Policy Coordination (PPC) 
Timothy Lavelle, Special Assistant and CBO, FFP, BHR 
James Lehman, OTI, BHR, former SO-2 Team LeaderDevelopment Programs, FFP 
Adele Liskov, Deputy Director, Private and Voluntary Cooperation (PVC) Office, BHR 
Lowell Lynch, Director, PPE, BHR 
Thomas Marchione, Evaluation Specialist, PPE, BHR 
Jeanne Markunas, Deputy Director, FFP, BHR 
Nancy McKay, Food Aid Coordinator, AFR 
Susan Morawetz, OTI, BHR, formeriy CBO, FFP 
David Nelson, SO-2 Team Leader and Chief, Deveiopmenr Program Division, FFP, BHR 
Karen J. Nurick. BHR, formerly Human Investment Officer, USAIDNicaragua 
Richard Nygard, D M M  
William T. Oliver, Director, FFP Office, BHR 
Tyler Posey, Deputy Assistant General Counsel, PL 450 Division, Office of the General 

Counsel (GC) 
Leonard Rogers, D M I  BHR 
Jon O'Rourke, PPC 
Cynthia Rozelle, Mission Director, USAIDMozambique 
Ronald S. Senykoff. CBO. FFP, BHR 
Walter Sheppard. CE:_ ??_ 3!3R 
Charles Signer, CBO, FFP, BHR 
? - -  c: " * rrJ 
A .-a". . -- -. 
Stephen Sposato, Economist, PPE, BHR 
Steven Tisa, Acting Deputy General Counsel. GC 
Roberta Van Haeften, USDA PASA, Latin American and Caribbean (LAC) Bureau 
Abdul Wahab, Regional Strategy Team Director, USAIDihlali 
Richard Whitaker, PVO Coordinator, ANE 
John L. Wilkinson, Associate Assistant Administrator, ANE 
Roy Williams, Director, Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance (OFDA), BHR 
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* 
US. Department of Agriculture (USDA)/Washington 
Mary Chambliss, Acting General Sales Maeger, Foreign Agricultural Services (FAS) 
Ronald L. Croushorn. Acting Area Manager, FAS 
William Hamrnack, Chief, Evaluation Division, FAS 
Bruce Zanin. Rsgional Agricultural Attache, U.S. Embassy, Abidjan, Ivory Coast 

7 . -  -"- u.>. umcr  oT;vianagzmmi and Sudeet (OMB) 
Megan Henry. Monetization Specialist 

. . . ? - . . . . . . - .  . . 
-A-.>,... ,.. - ~. . - - - . . . - . . . . . .. , .. -.".., .:*- -rr  "., ---.-.---.--.-I. 

PVO Community 
Robert Bell, CARE, Atlanta GA 
Edward Brand, CARE Country Director (Retired), Washington DC 
Judy C. Bryson, Director, Food for Development, Africare, Washington, DC 
Patrick Carey, Vice President for Programs, CARE. Atlanta, GA 
Anne Claxton, Director, Regional Programs, World Vision, Washington, DC 
Vern Conaway, Director, Public Resource, Coordination Unit, Catholic Relief Services 

(CRS), Baltimore, MD 
Carol Horst, Country Officer, World Vision, Washington, DC 
K. M. Krishnamurthy, Food Security Advisor to Project Concern International, San 

Francisco, CA 
Lisa Kuennen-Asfaw, Title I1 Resource Manager, CRS, Baltimore, MD 
Lauren Landis, Director, Humanitarian Response, Save the Children, Washington, DC 
Mary Ann Leach, Director, Government Relations, CARE, Washington, DC 
Eller, Levinson. Exet'rle-ie "irztor. Ccelition on Food Aid, Washington, DC 
James Phippard, Vice President, Agriculture Cooperative Development International 

(;\CDI), Washing~on, DC; foririer LSXID Mission Direcror 
Harold Tarver, Food for Development Manager, Africare, Washington, DC 
Rudolph von Bernuth, Associate Vice President, Save the Children, Westport, CT 

USAID Contractors 
Bruce Cosill. Director, Food arid Nutiition Technical Assistance (FANTA) Project, 

Academy for Educational Development (AED). Washington, DC 
James Rousch, Food Aid ManagementEvaluation Specialist, Development Associates, Inc., 

Arlington, VA; former USAID Mission Dlrecror 
J Paul Rovston. Vice President for Ocentions. Mendez England & Associates. Bethesda. 

MD 
Anne Swingale, Deputy Director, FAXTA Projecr. AED, Washington, DC 
Ina Schonburg, Deputy Project Director, Mendez England & Associates, Bethesda, MD 
Anthony Schwarzwalder, former FFP Training Evaluator and Mission Director 
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Private Sector 
Daniel E. Shaughnessy, Vice President, Government & Public Affairs, Council for 

Responsible Nutrition. Washington. DC; formerly Director, FFP, USAID and 
U S D M A S  

P q g y  Sheehm., Vic: President, World Health Emersency Medical Fund. Inc., Washingon. 
i DC; formerly Director, FFP, USAID 
I 

f 
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Annex D: PL 450 Title I1 Authority & USAID Food Aid and Food Security Policy 

1. PL 450, Title 11- Section 201 

The President shall establish a program under this title to provide a~ricultural commodities to 
foreign countries on behalf of the people of the United States to: 

1. address famine or other urgent or extraordinary relief requirements; 
2. combat malnutrition, especially in children and mothers; 
3 c 2 r y  out acrivities that attempt to alleviae the causes of hunger. mortality. and - 

"'"'V'U'L, , 
4. promote economic and community development; 
5. promote sound environmental practices; and 
6.  carry out feeding programs. 

Such progam shall be implemented by the Administrator. 

2. USAID Food Aid and Food Policy Security Policy-1995 

In implementing this general authority, USAID's 1995 Food Aid and Food Security Policy 
paper focuses Title 11 resources on improving household nutrition, especially in children and 
mother, and on alleviating the causes of hunger, especially by increasing agricultural 
production. The paper emphasizes the need to focus on food assistance efforts in the poorest 
food deficit countries particularly Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia, though not to the 
exclusion of other foocl insecure regions of the World. 

I 
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Annex E: 1993 G A O  R e p o r t  o n  "Food Aid Management Improvements  Needed to 
Achieve P r o g r a m  Objectives" 

Principal Findings 

orams Food Aid Pro, In fiscal year 1992, about 3 3  percent of title I1 commodities 

Support Relief and supported emergency programs in 3 countries, including 
Somalia and Haiti. AID has the authority to conduct special 

Dw?!o?ment ---c.,---=-$- .,, ". -...-... : Q n  -..? n>!e stisxex: :o me:! e-err--cv fccd - .  . . .  .- --' --  -",,,"..; ..* .;.>"-", -,.. - 
" l l . , " Y L  . .LC ." .-I." .. ... " i-..-.-. - ..-, L i _  .. - - 

has not developed criteria for determining when to exercise this 
authority nor has it developed a working definition of when a 
food deficit is an emergency. 

About 62 percent of title I1 commodities were used h r  non- 
emergency programs, primarily in direct food distribution 
programs. About 15 percent of the non-emergency commodities 
were sold in the recipient countries to generate local currencies. 
Local currencies were used to fund ( I )  the administrative and 
logistical costs of the feeding programs and (2) small 
development projects 

Virtually all of the commodities provided under title 111 in fiscal 
year 1992 were sold to generate local currencies. An exception 
was in the Zambia program where a small amount was used for 
emergency relief. Most agreements required that recipient 
governments adopt policy reforms necessary for sustained 
development in exchange for the commodities. 

AID Has Not Developed a The overriding objective of titles I1 and I11 is to enhance food 
security in food deficit countries; however, AID officials do not 

'Ohesive Approach to agree on how this objective can be achieved most efficiently and 
Enhancing Food effectivelv. Some officials believe that long-term food security - 

can best be enhanced by alleviating poverty through overall 
economic development; others assert that programs should use 
food resources to address food security as directly as possible, 
generally through targeted projects. Disagreements among AID 
bureaus over food security approaches have &!aye? ?ccrcwI of 
programs. Moreover, missions have developed food aid projects 
with almost no gidance on (I)  which ?ro!rams or orojects 
would most effectively address long- or short-term needs or (2)  
how prcyvns  or projects should be linked to food securitv. 

AID has no strategy for assessing the impact of its programs on 
enhancing the food security of people in recipient countries, nor 
has it determined whether food aid is an efficient means for 
acccmplishing this goal. 
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* 
Furrne.more, AID has not j:~s:e~.??ic:~J!:/ ~~/!ec!ed data TO assess 

, . ?- . . .LA . ..--- :>-... >......< .. -r-,.>,..7 .- : ----..>,: - " -- .. . .......:..... i.." . L a . =  .-.... " ..--.- r.-, --.- -'. ...- : , I  .- ... 

improved infrastructure. 

AID and the PVOs that implement food aid programs disagree 
on the PVOs' discretion in using food aid. PVO officials said 
that although Congress has earmarked a certain amount of title I1 
commodities for non-emergency prosrams. AID missiops dic:are 
the content of PVO programs. regardless of the PVOs' wishes. 
PVOs contend inat Cnis is not whai Congies; i ~ a i t i e i .  XZ,  .;n 
the other hand, believes that PVO activities should be integrated 
with other assiaance to further the missions' country 
deve!opment strateges. as directed by section 413 of the 1990 
act. 

Management Wealtnesses AID has not made management of food aid programs a prioriry. 
For example, AID has not maintained staff expertise in food aid; 

Impair it no longer recruits food aid specialists from outside the agency; 
and it does not provide comprehensive specialized training to 
staff assigned to design, review, or oversee food aid programs. 
AID has not always complied with the legislative mandates to 
(1) review title I1 program proposals and notify the proposing 
orpnization of a decision within 45 days of receipt of the 
proposal at AID and (2) sign title 111 agreements within the 
legislated time frames. 

The AID missions GAO visited generally had not monitored 
progiam ici?iplsnsn:;rion. Missic:. cCP.cic!s xi.' rhz ?c zc? 
have adequate staff to perform this function. The missions relied . . .  
.:$_-. ../ .:: - ~:r-:::rs ;o monitcr md 7r7"i.': accurate reporting on 
project progress. even where accountabilip problems had 
previously been identified. 

AID missions are to monitor the use of local currency generated . . 
04 :x programs and such monitoring is to increase as the local 
currency is proprammed for more specific uses. However, AID 
guidance does not specify whether missions are responsible for 
monitoring only the initial use or repeated uses . . .  of local . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  i . .  . . . _ _  ,- --" --. . .- ................... 

&latter for Congressional Congress may wish to clarifi its purpose in mandating title 11 
c~mrncdi~ies  for PVOs so that the role of PVOs in managing donsiaera~ion food aid can br more clearly defined. 



* 

Recommendations To ensure that USAID's food aid programs compl:/ wirh the food 
security emphasis of the 1990 Agricultural Ceveicpment and 
Trade Act, GAO recommends that the USAID Administrator 

b develop a working definition and procedures for declaring 
when a food deficit problem constitutes an emergency under 
title I1 and develop criteria for exercising the discretionary 
ccr.?crir]l to make orocurezez:: ?nd shioments without . . 
aanering io gene::. ;z:,:'::x.~::. L:.: :.I.:. . .  - - : ':': - L . ~ , c : > .  

a clarify and provide guidance on how titles I1 and 111 food aid 
p r o p m s  are to meet the legislation's food security 
objective, 
develop and systematically apply methodologies and 
performance indicators to monitor and evaluate the impacts 
of food aid programs on food security, 

a direct that missions and PVOs collect data necessary for 
such evaluations, and 
report to Congress on whether food aid is the most efficient 
means for addressing food insecurity. 

GAO also is making a number of specific recommendations 
aimed at improving USAID's management of food aid programs 
(see ch. 4). 

Agency Comments; and AID indicated it will use this report as one means to assess its 

GAO Analysis implementation of the 1990 food aid legislation, but asserted that 
food security issues were more complex than ponrayed by GAO 
and the draft did not provide a balanced view of differing 
;ers:ecrives on inese compiex issues. AID sugsesied that some 
recommendations be revised or eliminated. 

GAO recognizes that food security is a complex issue and that 
the legislation authorizes a wide range of applications for titles I1 
and I11 resources. Nevertheless, AID is responsible for ensuring 
the mosr effecrive uses oirhese resources wirhin rne wide range 
of applications authorized by the legislation and for developing 
quanrifiable indicators to measure progress toward achieving . . --. . .-,..,-. -. UijiJ beiie..>' -L.,: -La >:.-?s:= 1.. , ... . >..-. -.. , :cws held by 
..\ID diiciais are accilrately presented in the repcrr. GAO has 
not deleted any of its recommendations. but based on USAID's 
comments, has sought to clarify some of (hem. 

GAOINSLAD-93-168 Food Aid 

FFP SO-2 Resource Management Assessment 57 



Annex P: Dnrean fo r  I - l r~mrn i ta r inn  Response (BHR) Orgnnizntionnl Structure 
. 

Bureau for Humanitarian Response 

Foreign Disas~er As 3 
(IWWOFI )A) 

R. Williams, I )irect~,r 
Vacant, D,.puty 

- 

BHR 

Office o f  the Assistant Administrator 
I-lug11 Q. Palmer, Ass't Administrator 

Leonard Rogers, Deputy Ass't Administrator 
Michael Mahdesian, Deputy Ass't Administrator I-- -, 

Administrative Management Program, Planning & Evaluation 

Sophia A. Riehl, Director Lowell Lynch, Director 
Barbara illacltwell, Dvpnty h4icliael Korin, Deputy 

-1- . 
I 
' 1 clod for Pea, c 

(B1-IRIFPP) 
T. ( >liver, Dire tor 1 1. hlarkanas, D, i ~ ~ t y  
- . - 1 

I 

l'rivate & Voluntary Coop. 
(BHRIPVC) 

A. Liskov, Acting Dir. 
Deputy Vacant (A. Liskov) 

I r -  --- I - I- -- 

I Transition l~~i l iat ives 
(Dl IR/O Fl) 

Vacant, Director 
C. Phillips, Dep~~ty 

- -_ 
A~ner. School & I losp 

Abroad 
(RI-IRIASI-IA) 

M. Meares, Director 
R. Marsl~;dl, Deputy --- - .. - 

- -- 
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